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THE  RIGHT  TO  ALIMONY  AFTER  DIVORCE. 

In  yiew  of  the  state  of  the  authoritiefl  it  is  very  difficult  to  assert 
a  general  rule  governing  this  subject,  and  this  difficulty  has  been 
increased  instead  of  lessened  by  the  courts  failing  to  separate  this 
question  from  jurisdictional  questions  of  the  domicile  and  of  the 
delictum^  and  of  the  effect  of  an  ex  parte  decree  of  divorce,  as  well 
as  the  failure  to  distinguish  between  the  doctrine  of  maintenance 
and  that  of  alimony. 

At  the  bottom  of  this  question  there  are  three  propositions :  1st, 
a  marriage  valid  where  it  is  solemnized  or  contrax^ted,  is  valid 
everywhere;  2d,  a  divorce  valid  where  decreed,  is  valid  every- 
w^re;  3d,  the  allowance  of  alimony  valid  where  made,  is  valid 
"^^^everywhere.  These  propositions  have  not  been  universally  ap- 
proved and  adopted,  but  they  are  supported  by  the  weight  of 
authority,  and  have  more  common  sense  and  principle  for  their 
basis  than  any  other  view. 

From  the  adjudications  two  propositions  are  deducible;  one, 
that  alimony  is  only  an  incident  of  a  divorce,  and  not  a  subject 
matter  or  right  grantable  in  an  independent  separate  proceeding  \ 
where  it  is  the  only  relief  sought,  unless  the  state  statute  so  pro- 
vides and  makes  it  an  independent  right.  It  therefore  follows  that 
the  court  which  grants  the  divorce  can  only  allow  the  alimony ; 
that  no  court,  unless  expressly  so  empowered  by  the  statute,  has 
power  to  grant  alimony  alone ;  and  that  if  the  court  which  decrees 
the  divorce  fails  to  allow  alimony,  or  allows  inadequate  alimony,  no 
other  court  can  act  in  the  matter — for  when  any  matter  is  deter- 
voL.  xxxin.— 1  (1) 
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mined  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  that  is  the  end  of  that 
matter,  and  all  other  matters  belonging  to  and  which  might  have 
been  determined  in  that  proceeding  or  litigation.  The  other 
proposition  is  the  reverse  of  this,  holding  that  alimony  is  not  only 
an  incident  or  concomitant  of  a  divorce,  but  that  it  is  the  subject 
of  an  original  jurisdiction,  per  w,  and  can  be  obtained  in  an  inde- 
pendent proceeding,  and  that;  too,  before  or  after  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding is  ended,  and  for  the  same  cause  or  causes  for  which  the 
divorce  was  granted  ;  that  it  is  incident  to  a  divorce  only  in  the 
meaning  that  it  may  follow  a  divorce  in  the  divorce  proceedings, 
not  necessarily  attached  to  it,  nor  in  the  same  proceeding  or  court, 
but  obtainable  after  the  divorce  is  granted  either  in  a  domestic  or  a 
foreign  tribunal. 

Referring  to  the  first  proposition,  the  reasoning  would  be  that 
if  alimony  is  only  an  incident  of  or  to  a  divorce,  it  cannot  be  the 
subject-matter  of  original  jurisdiction,  because  an  incident  of  or  to 
a  matter  is  not  the  matter  itself.  If  this  is  correct,  then  the  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  divorce  has  ipso  facto  jxirisdiciion  of  the 
alimony,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to 
decree  an  ex  parte  divorce,  can  also  decree  alimony  in  that  ex  parte 
proceeding  which  would  be  an  ex  parte  judgment  for  money,  with- 
out jurisdiction  in  personam  or  in  rem^  a  conclusion  almost  gen- 
erally repudiated :  Mills  v.  Duryee^  7  Cranch  481 ;  Webster  v. 
Reid,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  437 ;  Nations  v.  Johnson,  24  Id.  195 ; 
Boswell  V.  Otis,  9  Id.  836;  McElmoyle  v.  Coken,  13  Pet. '312; 
2  Am.  L.  Ca.  651 ;  D'Arcy  v.  Ketchum,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  166. 
If  the  first  proposition  (that  alimony  is  an  incident  of  divorce)  is 
correct,  the  court  must  have  jurisdiction  of  the  divorce  or  it  cannot 
determine  the  alimony  ;  hence  it  follows  that  to  know  what  will 
constitute  a  valid  decree  for  the  latter,  we  must  know  what 
confers  jurisdiction  of  divorce.  If  the  second  proposition  is  true 
this  is  not  necessary,  because  proceedings  for  alimony  alone  would 
be  governed  by  the  law  applicable  to  all  proceedings  for  money 
only. 

The  first  proposition  is  supported,  I  believe,  by  the  weight  of 
authority,  yet  the  conclusions  legitimately  flowing  therefrom  are 
rejected,  hence  the  question  of  jurisdiction  in  divorce  is  important. 

It  is  settled  that  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  actual  bona  fide 
domicile  of  the  parties  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  proper  courts  to 
decree  a  divorce  for  any  cause  allowed  by  the  local  law  without 


RIGHT  TO  ALIMONY  AFTER  DIVOHCE. 


8 


regard  to  the  place  of  the  marriage  or  place  of  the  delictum: 
Story  Confl.  L.,  sect.  230 ;  Harding  v.  Alden,  9  Greenl.  140 ; 
Tolen  y.  Tolen,  2  Blackf.  407  ;  WaU  v:  WilliarMon,  8  Ala.  48; 
Ilarrison  v.  Harrison^  19  Id.  499  ;  Hanover  v.  Turner,  14  Mass. 
227 ;  Barber  v.  Bootj  10  Id.  260 ;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  8  N.  H. 
160 ;  Pawling  v.  Bird^  13  Johns.  192 ;  Maguire  v.  Maguire^  7 
Dana  181.    This  means  the  domicile  of  both  husband  and  wife. 

This  proposition  is  not  dispated,  but  there  are  other  propositions 
involved  in  or  growing  out  of  this  which  are  disputed,  such  as 
whether  the  domicile  of  one  of  the  parties  is  sufficient,  and  whether 
or  not  this  domicile  means  the  domicile  at  the  time  of  the  delictum. 
Domicile  is  the  place  where  a  person  lives,  and  as  applicable  to 
marriage  it  is  the  place  where  both  husband  and  wife  live  (Story 
Confl.  L.,  sect.  41 ;  Phill.  Dom.  11 ;  2  Bish.  M.  &  D.  Ch.  8) ; 
their  then  permanent  place  of  abode  as  to  all  present  intents  and 
purposes. 

The  wife's  domicile  is  in  the  place  where  the  husband  lives, 
because  the  law  considers  husband  and  wife  one  person,  and  its 
policy  is  that  they  cohabit  together :  Harteau  v.  Harteau,  14 
Pick.  181 ;  Colvin  v.  JReed,  55  Penn.  St.  375  ;  Oreene  v.  Greene^ 
11  Pick.  410;  Eairston  v.  Hairston,  27  Miss.  704;  Smith  v. 
Moreftead,  6  Jones  Eq.  360;  Williama  v.  Saunders,  5  Cald.  60; 
2  Bish.  M.  &  D.  ch.  9.    This  domicile  once  fixed  continues  until 
changed.    It  can  be  changed  by  the  joint  removal  of  the  domicile 
animus  non  revertendi,  or  by  either  upon  the  commission  of  the 
delietum  against  the  matrimonial  consortium.     If  the  husband 
eommits  the  delictum  the  wife  can  refuse  cohabitation  and  estab- 
lish a  domicile  of  her  own,  separate  and  independent  from  the 
husband,  because  if  she  cohabit  after  the  delictum,  it  will  be 
condonation.    The  misconduct  of  the  husband  gives  her  this  right : 
Irhf  V.  Wilson,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq.  668 ;  Stevens  v.  Stevem,  1 
Met.  279 ;  Davis  v.  Davis,  30  111.  180 ;  Masten  v.  Masten,  15 
N.  H.  169 ;  Kashaw  v.  Kashaw,  3  Cal.  312 ;  Harrison  v.  Har- 
rison, 20  Ala.  629 ;  Williamson  v.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch.  389 ; 
Smith  V.  Smithy  4  Greene  (Iowa)  266 ;  Coddington  y.  Coddington, 
5  C.  E.  Greene  263 ;  Lyon  v.  Lgon,  2  Gray  367.    "  The  wife 
ean  acq  aire  a  separate  domicile  whenever  it  is  necessary  and  proper 
£>r  her  to  do  so.    The  right  springs  from  the  necessity  of  its  exer- 
cise, and  endures  as  long  as  the  necessity  continues.    The  pro- 
ceedings for  a  divorce  may  be  instituted  where  the  wife  has  her 
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domicile.  The  place  of  the  marriage,  of  the  offence  and  the  domicile 
of  the  husband  are  of  no  consequence:"  Cheever  v.  Wihon,  9 
Wall.  108 ;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  Dead;  299.  Hence,  if  she  has 
the  right  to  establish  a  new  domicile,  she  can  sue  in  the  old 
domicile  or  in  the  new.  If  she  can  sue  in  the  new  domicile  she 
can  obtain  an  ex  parte  decree.  But  some  cases  have  held 
that  the  wife  must  sue  in  the  domicile  existing  at  the  time 
of  the  delictum :  Sopkina  v.  Hopkins,  85  N.  H.  474 ;  Schonwald 
V.  Schonwaldy  2  Jones  Eq.  367;  Krvse  v.  Kruse,  26  Mo.  68; 
AshbaiAgh  v.  Ashbaugh,  17  111.  476.  This  apparent  conflict  will 
be  reconciled.  The  same  rule  applies  to  the  husband ;  hence,  if 
she  commits  the  delictum,  the  husband  can  sue  in  the  forum  of  the 
domicile  existing  at  the  time  of  the  offence,  or  establish  a  new  domi- 
cile and  sue  in  that  new  one :  Warrender  v.  Warrender,  2  CI.  A; 
F.  488;  Chichester  v.  Donegal,  1  Add.  Ecc.  5;  Borden  v. 
Fitch,  16  Johns.  121 ;  Greene  v.  Greene,  11  Pick.  410 ;  JBull 
V.  ffull,  2  Strobh.  Eq.  174 ;  Hare  v.  Hare,  10  Tex.  866 ;  Hood  v. 
Hood,  11  Allen  196. 

«  Alimony  is  a  provision  for  the  support  or  maintenance  of  the 
wife,  grantable  by  a  court  and  payable  by  the  husband :  Burr  v. 
Burr,  7  Hill  207  ;  Wallingsford  v.  Wallingsford,  6  Har.  &  J. 
485 ;  Rogers  v.  Vines,  6  Ired.  298.  It  is  1st,  temporary,  and 
2d,  permanent.  Temporary  when  granted :  1st,  pendente  lite,  and 
2d,  as  a  separate  support  or  maintenance.  Permanent  when 
allowed  as  a  permanent  provision  for  support  upon  a  divorce  a 
vinculo. 

-  The  jurisdiction  of  our  courts  over  the  matter  of  alimony  is 
derived  from  the  English  courts,  or  is  statutory,  or  both. 
^  In  England,  before  the  Gromwellian  period  and  after  the  restora- 
tion until  1858,  the  ecclesiastical  courts  had  exclusive  jurisdiction 
of  divorce  and  alimony,  and  did  not  grant  alimony  but  in  the  pro- 
ceedings resulting  in  the  divorce.  During  the  Gromwellian  period 
these  courts  did  not  exist.  Their  jurisdiction  as  to  alimony  was 
exercised  by  the  judges  of  the  chancery  court  but  did  not  extend  to 
divorces,  for  the  reason  that  the  then  governmental  policy  and  the 
express  language  of  their  commission  limited  the  jurisdiction  to 
causes  of  alimony  alone :  Fonb.  Eq.  96,  97  ;  Oxenden  v.  Oxenden, 
2  Vem.  498 ;  Head  v.  Head,  8  Atk.  295 ;  Lasbrook  v.  Tyler,  1 
Rep.  Ch.  44  ;  Ashton  v.  Ashton,  Id.  164 ;  Watkyns  v.  Watkyns, 
2  Atk.  96 ;  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  19  Ves.  894 ;  Wilkes  v.  Wilkes, 
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2  Dick.  791 ;  NieholU  v.  Danvers,  2  Vem.  671 ;  William$  v. 
Galhw,  Id.  752 ;  2  Bright.  H.  k  W.  854 ;  Shelford  Mar.  k  Div. 
598 ;  Reeves  Dom.  R.  209 ;  2  Story  Eq.,  sect.  1422  et  aeq. 

The  ecclesiastical  courts  assumed  jurisdiction  to  decree  alimony^ 
onlif  when  they  decreed  a  separation,  because  1st,  from  the  earliest 
period  alimony  was  administered  as  an  incident  to  a  separation, 
and  not  as  an  original  right.  2d.  It  had  no  existence  at  common 
law  or  in  chancery  as  a  separate  and  independent  right,  but  was 
recognised  as  an  incident  to  a  proceeding  for  some  other  purpose, 
such  as  a  aupplieavit  or  divorce,  hence  the  ecclesiastical  courts  did 
not  assume  original  jurisdiction  of  alimony  alone,  but  only  as  an 
incident  to  its  divorce  jurisdiction.  This  was  in  harmony  with  the 
origin  and  history  of  divorce  and  alimony,  with  the  chancery 
court's  jurisdiction  and  with  the  recognition  at  common  law.  It 
follows  that  prior  to  the  year  1858  no  court  in  England  had  any 
power  to  grant  alimony  when  that  was  the  only  relief  sought.  It 
could  only  be  done  as  an  incident  to  something  else:  Sead  v.  ffead^ 

3  Atk.  547 ;  Ball  v.  Montgomery,  2  Ves.  191.  In  Ball  v.  Mont- 
gomery the  court  said  that  no  court,  not  even  the  ecclesiastical 
court,  has  any  original  jurisdiction  to  give  a  wife  a  separate  main- 
tenance. It  is  always  as  incidental  to  some  other  matter  that  she 
becomes  entitled  to  a  separate  provision.  If  she  applies  in  equity 
upon  a  aupplicavit  for  security  of  the  peace  against  her  husband, 
and  it  is  necessary  that  she  should  live  apart,  as  incidental  to 
that  the  chancellor  will  allow  her  separate  maintenance.  So  in 
the  ecclesiastical  court  if  it  (alimony)  is  necessary  upon  a  divorce 
d  mensd  et  thoro  propter  savitiam.''  Although  the  writ  of  sup- 
plieavit  has  been  seldom  used  (2  Story's  Equity  Jurisprud.,  sects. 
1422,  1423,  1476 ;  2  Roper  Husband  and  Wife  309,  317,  320 ; 
Clancy  M.  W.  453 ;  Codd  v.  Codd,  2  Johns.  Ch.  141),  it  shows 
how  alimony  is  incidental  to  a  divorce,  and  in  a  late  case  {Adams 
V.  Adams,  100  Mass.  365,)  the  court  said  that  alimony  alone  was 
never  granted  by  this  process.  Its  purpose  and  object  was  to 
protect  the  wife  from  violence  and  abuse,  and  to  accomplish  this 
it  was  necessary  sometimes  to  direct  a  separation  for  the  time 
being,  and  separate  maintenance  for  the  wife  whilst  the  separation 
continued. 

This  doctrine  in  England  was  admitted  for  the  reason  that^ 
granting  alimony  or  separate  maintenance,  without  the  primary 
and  concurrent  decree  of  divorce,  was  compelling  the  husband  to 
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support  his  wife  in  a  manner  contrary  to  law.  The  husband  is  not 
compelled,  under  the  law,  to  support  his  wife  but  in  cohabitation, 
unless  he  consents  that  she  shall  live  separate,  or  commits  some  mat- 
rimonial offence  entitling  her  to  refuse  cohabitation.  If  he  has  done 
either  of  these  she  can  pledge  his  credit  for  her  temporary  sepa- 
rate maintenance.  If  something  more  is  wanted,  she  can  obtain  a 
permanent  provision  concurrent  with  a  separation.  To  decree 
a  separate  provision  or  alimony  without  a  separation  is  against 
public  policy. 

An  adjudication  allowing  the  wife  to  live  separate  from  the  hus- 
band, is  a  necessary  foundation  for  an  adjudication  compelling 
him  to  support  her  in  a  separate  state.  Cohabitation  is  the  state 
and  condition  which  the  law  imposes,  and  for  which  marriage 
was  instituted.  This  state  or  condition  must  exist  until  the  law 
allows  a  separation,  hence  the  court  must  first  adjudge  a  separation 
before  it  can  adjudge  a  support  during  that  separation.  The  first 
question  is,  shall  cohabitation  cease  to  exist  (temporarily  or  per- 
manently), and  when  this  is  determined  the  question  of  support  or 
alimony  arises.  This  is  the  first  question  whether  the  application 
be  for  alimony  alone,  or  divorce  and  alimony,  and  it  follows  that  if 
the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  one  question  it  can  have  none 
over  the  other ;  the  one  is  concurrent  and  commensurate  with  the 
other,  and  neither  exists  without  the  other. 

Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  proposition  and  the  reasons  for 
it,  there  are  cases  holding  the  reverse  of  what  has  been  stated. 

In  Oxenden  v.  Ozenden,  2  Vern.  493,  the  chancery  court,  on 
an  independent  application,  granted  a  separate  maintenance,  and 
also  in  NichoUs  v.  Danvers,  2  Vern.  671,  decreed  to  the  wife  for 
her  separate  maintenance  funds  in  the  husband's  possession  whicK 
came  to  her  from  her  deceased  mother's  estate.  In  Williams  v. 
CalloWj  2  Vern.  752,  the  chancery  court,  upon  an  application  for  a 
separate  maintenance  alone,  decreed  the  interest  of  a  trust  bond 
given  for  the  wife's  portion.  In  these  cases  there  was  neither  a 
divorce  nor  an  agreement  to  live  separate. 

The  same  rule  was  held  in  Lasbrook  v.  Tyler,  1  Cha.  R.  44, 
and  Watkym  v.  WatkvnSy  2  Atk.  96 ;  Duncan  v.  Duncan^  19  Ves. 
394;  1  Fonb.  Eq.  94,''l04. 

On  the  other  hand  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Ball  v.  Montgomery^ 
2  Ves.  195,  said  that  he  did  not  recollect  any  such  cases  as  ^ere 
cited  from  Vernon,  and  asserted  the  broad  doctrine  that  a  mar- 
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ried  woman  should  not  be  a  plaintiff  in  a  suit  in  equity  for  a 
separate  maintenance,  and  no  court  had  original  jurisdiction  to 
award  it.  This  ruling  was  followed  in  Stones  v.  Cooke^  7  Sim. 
22 ;  Vanderguekt  v.  BeBlaquuere^  8  Id.  815. 

Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence  seems  to  have  asserted  both  sides 
of  the  question.  In  one  section  (1422),  it  is  asserted  that,  although 
it  is  the  duty  of  tlie  husband  to  provide  a  suitable  maintenance  for 
hid  wife,  it  is  not  a  duty,  to  decree  separate  maintenance  only,  of 
which  equity  will  assume  jurisdiction  :  citing  Ball  v.  Montgomery ^ 
2  Ves.  195 ;  Head  v.  Head^  3  Atk.  550 ;  Legard  y.  Johnson^  3 
Ves.  359  ;  Clancy  549 ;  JPoefon  v.  Finney,  4  Russ.  428 ;  Gotland 
V.  Oallandy  38  Cal.  265.  If  the  husband  does  not  provide  suitable 
maintenance,  the  proper  remedy  is  by  an  action  against  the  hus- 
band t>y  any  person  who  has  supplied  her  with  necessaries  :  citing 
Chiy  V.  PearkeBy  18  Ves.  196 ;  Harru  v.  Morris^  4  Esp.  41 ; 
Hodges  V.  HodgeB,  1  Id.  441;  Bolton  v.  Prentice,  2  Stra.  1214; 
Bindley  y.  The  Marquis,  6  B.  &  C.  200 ;  Eames  y.  Sweetser, 
101  Mass.  78 ;  and  if  this  reliance  for  support  should  be  preca- 
rious, the  wife  may  make  an  application  to  the  ecclesiastical  court 
for  a  decree  d  memd  et  thoro,  or  for  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights 
upon  which  a  suitable  separate  maintenance  may  be  allowed : 
citing  Ball  v.  Montgomery,  supra ;  Clancy  on  H.  &  W.  549 ; 
1  Fonbl.  £q.,  ch.  2.  Buc  in  America  equity  will,  in  such  cases, 
decree  a  wife  a  separate  maintenance,  upon  tho  ground  that  there 
is  no  adequate  or  sufficient  remedy  at  law :  citing  Purcell  v. 
PurceU,  4  Hen.  4;  Munf.  507  ;  Patterson  v.  Patterson,  1  Halst. 
Ch.  389,  which  do  not  support  the  text.  The  remedy  at  law  here 
referred  to  means  the  action  by  a  third  person  against  the  husband 
for  necessaries  supplied  to  the  wife ;  yet  in  the  succeeding  section 
it  is  asserted  that  equity  has  not  general  jurisdiction  to  decree  sepa- 
rate maintenance  out  of  the  husband's  property,  except  on  agree- 
ment, &c.,  but  may  out  of  her  own  equitable  estate. 

This  English  doctrine  of  alimony  or  separate  maintenance  was 
limited  to  suppUcavit,  agreement,  and  upon  a  divorce  d  mensd  et 
thoro.  It  was  carried  into  the  jurisprudence  of  some  of  the  states, 
and  extended  to  awarding  alimony  upon  an  independent  application, 
and  without  being  connected  with  a  divorce,  and  ultimately  to  grant- 
ing it  after  a  divorce  a  vinculo  in  an  independent  proceeding,  and 
whether  it  had  been  previously  asked  or  not.  This  jurisdiction  in 
some  states  was  assumed  and  exercised  on  the  ground  that  it 
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belonged  to  the  general  jurisdiction  of  equity,  although  there 
existed  no  ecclesiastical  courts.  It  can  thus  easily  be  seen  how 
this  jurisdiction  originated  and  grew.  Equity  decreed  the  sepa- 
rate maintenance  as  an  incident  to  some  other  subject-matter  of 
which  equity  had  original  jurisdiction.  The  ecclesiastical  courts 
decreed  it  as  incident  to  divorce,  and  neither,  except  during  the 
Gromwellian  period,  decreed  it  on  an  independent  proceeding  as  a 
substantive  subject  of  jurisdiction. 

In  Alabama,  California,  Kentucky,  Maryland,  Mississippi,  North 
Carolina,  Pennsylvania,  South  Carolina,  Tennessee  and  Virginia, 
and  possibly  Ohio,  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  decree  alimony 
alone  has  been  more  or  less  asserted  and  exercised.  In  all  the  other 
states  the  jurisdiction  is  denied.  In  both  cases  the  state  statutes 
may  exercise  an  influence  in  determining  the  question. 

In  the  year  1707  this  question  came  under  consideration  in  Mary- 
land in  MacNamara'9  Oaae^  2  Bland.  Ch.  566,  and  the  court 
allowed  alimony  without  a  divorce,  asserting  such  jurisdiction  as 
general  and  original  in  the  absence  of  ecclesiastical  courts.  This 
was  followed  in  LynthecumVa  Case  in  1788,  and  Scott*8  Case  in 
1746,  and  Gavane^s  Case  in  1750  (all  reported  in  2  Bland.  566), 
and  asserted  in  Oolmth*B  Case,  4  Har.  &  McH.  477,  apparently 
decided  in  1689.  This  jurisdiction  was  confirmed  by  statute  in 
1777,  which  gave  the  court  of  chancery  full  power  to  hear  and 
determine  all  causes  for  alimony,  but  it  was  understood  that  the 
jurisdiction  did  not  extend  to  granting  divorce.  It  was  said  in 
Jamison  v.  Jamison,  4  Md.  Ch.  289,  that  alimony  was  so  granted 
because  it  is  the  duty  of  the  husband  to  provide  a  suitable  main- 
tenance for  his  wife,  and  if  he  will  not  do  so  some  proper  remedy 
should  be  provided  to  compel  him.  The  action  at  law  whereby  the 
person  who  supplies  her  with  necessaries  may  sue  the  husband  is  a 
precarious  and  uncertain  reliance  for  support.  It  is  better  that  some 
proceeding  be  instituted  by  which  the  husband  will  be  compelled  to 
pay  alimony  or  that  the  wife  be  restored  to  her  conjugal  rights,  and 
as  we  have  no  jurisdiction  over  applications  of  the  latter  kind,  it  is 
best  to  grant  alimony.  This  court  had  jurisdiction  before  the  revo- 
lution to  grant  alimony  independent  of  the  application  for  divorce.'' 
This  is  the  principle  or  doctrine  adopted  and  followed  in  this  state 
(Helms  V.  Franciscus,  2  Bland.  Ch.  565 ;  Wallivgsford  v.  WaU 
lingsford,  6  H.  &  J.  485 ;  Harding  v.  Harding,  22  Md.  887  ; 
Keerl  v.  Keerl,  84  Id.  21 ;  J.      v.  H.  G.,  88  Id.  401;  SeJiindel 
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Y.  Sehmdel,  12  Id.  294 ;  Dunnock  v.  Bunnock,  8  Id.  Chan.  140), 
and  the  oourts  have  never  gone  to  the.  extent  of  granting  alimony 
in  a  separate  proceeding  after  a  divorce  a  vinculo^  except  in  Crane 
y.  Meffinniiy  1  Gill  &  J.  463,  which  followed  Richardson  v. 
WiUon,  8  Yerg.  67,  holding  that  in  a  proper  case  there  may 
be  a  judicial  decree  for  alimony  after  a  legislative  divorce,  but 
this  seems  to  be  against  authority  and  the  reason  and  policy  of 
the  law. 

In  North  Carolina  in  1796  {Spiller  v.  *S>7fer,  1  Hayw.  482 ; 
Knight  v.  KnighU  2  Id.  101),  bills  in  equity  by  the  wife  against 
the  husband  for  alimony  alone  were  sustained  without  question. 
This  jurisdiction  has  been  sustained  in  later  cases  {Schonwald  vl 
Sehonwald,  Phil.  Eq.  215 ;  ITodges  v.  Hodges,  82  N.  C.  122), 
bat  such  jurisdiction  has  not  been  stretched  to  grant  alimony  after 
a  divorce  a  vinculo. 

This  inherent  jurisdiction  of  chancery  to  grant  alimony  has  been 
asserted  and  adopted  in  Virginia  {Purcell  v.  Purcell,  4  Hen.  & 
Mun£  507 ;  Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Band,  662),  approving  Duncan 
V.  Duncan,  19  Yes.  394,  and  rejecting  Head  v.  Head,  3  Atk. 
295,  and  Ball  v.  Montgomery,  2  Ves.  Jr.  195.  The  cases  in  this 
state  follow  the  reasons  for  asserting  the  chancery  jurisdiction 
given  in  the  Maryland  cases,  but  did  not  grant.it  after  divorce  a 
vinculo,  and  do  not  make  distinction  between  alimony  and  a  separate 
maintenance. 

In  Alabama  the  court  {Grlover  v.  Glover,  16  Ala,  442 ;  Wray  v. 

Wray,  33  Id.  187 ;  Turner  v.  Turner,  44  Id.  437),  at  an  early 
period  asserted  and  exercised  original  jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
of  alimony,  and  in  Glover  v.  Glover,  after  a  careful  review  of  the 
English  cases  said,  that  the  court  was  '^free  to  adopt  a  rule  of  decision 
for  ourselves  which  we  conceive  to  be  more  consonant  with  an 
enlightened  equity,  and  with  the  fundamental  principles  and 
maxims  upon  which  the  jurisdiction  of  our  courts  of  chancery  is 
based/'  and  therefore  the  courts  would  in  harmony  with  the  courts 
of  Yii^inia,  South  Carolina  and  Kentucky,  grant  alimony  in  a 
proper  case  on'  an  independent  application,  because  the  husband  is 
bound  to  support  his  wife.  If  law  and  conscience  create  this 
obligation,  and  no  court  can  enforce  its  performance  or  compensate 
for  its  violation,  then  this  class  falsifies  the  maxim  that  for  every 
wrong  there  is  a  remedy,  and  for  every  injustice  an  adequate  and 
salutary  relief."    Chilton,  J.,  in  Glover  v.  Glover, 
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This  applies  to  a  separate  maintenance,  but  in  Turner  v.  Turner ^ 
the  court  applied  the  doctrine  after  divorce  a  vineulo.  In  that 
case  husband  and  wife  resided  in  Alabama.  The  husband 
abandoned  his  wife,  went  to  Indiana  and  procured  an  ex  parte 
decree  of  divorce.  The  wife  sued  in  Alabama  for  divorce  and 
alimony.  The  husband  pleaded  the  Indiana  divorce  as  a  bar,  and 
the  court  held  that  it  was  not  a  bar.  Said  Pbters,  J. :  The 
Indiana  divorce  cannot  affect  the  wife's  rights,  except  her  right  in 
the  husband  as  husband.  It  unmarries  him  and  sets  him  free  from 
his  marital  vows  to  her.  He  is  no  longer  the  complainant's  hus- 
band. But  it  does  not  settle  her  right  to  alimony.  It  does  not 
settle  her  right  to  dower  in  his  lands,  and  her  statutory  right  to 
distribution  of  his  property  in  this  state  in  the  event  she  should 
survive  him,  nor  any  other  interest  of  a  pecuniary  character  she 
may  have  against  him."  But  this  decision  should  be  placed  on 
the  principle  that  the  decree  of  divorce  was  ex  parte,  not  obtained 
at  the  bona  fide  domicile  or  the  place  of  the  offence,  the  grounds 
upon  which  jurisdiction  is  taken,  and  hence  could  not  and  did  not 
affect  the  wife.  This  will  accord  with  Shannon  v.  Shannon^  4t 
Allen  134  ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  18  Gray  209;  Cox  v.  Cox,  19  Ohio 
St.  602 ;  Leith  v.  Leith,  39  N.  H.  20 ;  Hoffman  v.  Hoffman,  46 
N.  Y.  30 ;  Proper  v.  Warner,  47  Vt.  667. 

In  California  the  court  in  Qallaiid  v.  Galland,  38  Cal.  265,  di- 
vided  on  the  question,  the  majority  sustaining  the  jurisdiction  and 
the  minority  rejecting  it.  The  case  was  an  application  for  alimony 
alone,  and  the  court  held,  as  in  Virginia,  South  Carolina  and  Ken- 
tucky, that  equity  had  jurisdiction  to  decree  it,  whether  the  applica- 
tion is  or  is  not  coupled  with  a  prayer  for  divorce,  approving  the 
reasoning  of  Mills,  J.,  in  Butler  y»  Butler,  4  Litt.  202,  and  stating 
that  the  husband  is  obliged  to  support  his  wife  ;  that  as  there  is  no 
remedy  at  common  law  for  the  husband's  violation  of  this  obligation, 
equity  must  afford  one  in  this  as  in  all  cases  where  conscience  and 
law  acknowledge  a  right  and  no  remedy.  Besides,  as  equity  enforced 
agreements  for  separation  and  separate  maintenance,  it  can  do  it 
when  he.  turns  her  out  of  doors ;  and  that  there  is  no  difference  in 
decreeing  alimony  under  an  agreement  to  separate,  and  decreeing 
it  when  the  husband  forces  his  wife  to  separate :  citing  Laebrook 
y,  Tyler,  1  Ch.  R.  24  ;  Williams  v.  Callow,  2  Vern.  752 ;  Wat 
kyns  V.  Waikyne,  2  Atk.  97 ;  Purcell  v.  Purcell,  4  H.  &  M.  507 ; 
Almond  v.  Almond,  4  Rand.  662 ;  Logan  v.  Logan,  2  B.  Mon. 
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142 ;  Prather  v.  Prathety  4  Dessaus.  83 ;  Rhame  v.  Rhame^  1 
McCord  Ch.  197  ;  Glover  v.  Glover,  16  Ala.  448.    The  dissenting 
opinion  held  that  equity  had  no  such  jurisdiction,  because  the 
statute  only  allows  alimony  upon  and  in  connection  with  divorce, 
hence  alimony  is  dependent  upon  and  incidental  or  auxiliary  to 
an  action  pending  for  divorce,  and  there  is  no  independent  juris- 
diction to  grant  it  alone,  and,  because,  on  reason  and  authority 
English  and  American  courts  of  equity  have  no  original  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  subject,  and  can  only  grant  alimony  as  derivative  from 
and  incidental  to  some  other  original  subject  of  jurisdiction  :  cit- 
ing Clancy  649  ;  2  Bishop,  sect.  861;  2  Story  Eq.,  sect.  1422; 
Chapman  y.  Chapman^  13  Ind.  397 ;  Shannon  v.  Shannon,  2 
Gray  286 ;  Sheaf e  v.  Sheaf e,  4  Fost.  567 ;  Parsons  v.  Parson^j 
9  N,  H.  309 ;  DoyU  v.  Doyle,  26  Mo.  549.    But  this  court  has 
not  gone  so  far  as  to  decree  alimony  after  a  divorce. 

It  should  be  kept  in  view  that  from  the  ruling  of  granting  ali- 
mony as  a  separate  maintenance,  developed  the  doctrine  of  granting 
it  as  an  independent  proceeding  after  divorce,  hence,  if  the  pre- 
mises in  the  former  are  not  correct  the  latter  doctrine  is  not  correct. 
In  no  state  is  this  view  presented  better  than  in  Kentucky.  The 
courts  in  this  state  assumed  original  equity  jurisdiction,  {Lockridg^ 
V.  Lockridge,  3  Dana  28 ;  Boggess  v.  Boggess,  4  Id.  807 ;  Wool- 
dridge  v.  Lticas,  7  B.  Mon.  49 ;  Butler  v.  Butler,  4  Littell  205 ; 
R<}ger8  v.  Itogers,  15  B.  Mon.  864 ;  HukU  v.  Ilulett,  80  Ky. 
356),  and  for  a  long  time  confined  the  doctrine  to  separate 
maintenance — that  is,  to  granting  alimony  as  a  separate  mainte- 
nance— ^leaving  the  marriage  still  existing,  and  afterwards  ex- 
tended it  to  alimony  after  a  divorce.    In  Butler  v.  Butler,  the 
court  held  that  equity  had  jurisdiction,  regardless  of  the  statute,  to 
decree  alimony,  leaving  the  matrimonial  chain  untouched,  because 
the  husband  is  bound  to  support  his  wife.    If  he  fail,  it  is  a  wrong 
acknowledged  at  law,  but  for  which  the  law  provides  no  remedy,  and 
therefore  equity  must  furnish  the  remedy  where  law  and  conscience 
acknowledge  the  right  but  give  no  remedy  for  its  violation.  The 
contrary  doctrine    arose  in  England  for  fear  of  intruding  upon 
the  ground  occupied  by  the  ecclesiastical  courts.    These  courts 
were  incorporated  with  and  composed  a  part  of  their  government, 
and  their  sentence  was  as  obligatory  and  as  much  noticed  in  their 
civil  coarts  as  the  decisions  of  other  courts,  and  it  became  necessary 
to  restrain  other  courts  from  occupying  the  same  ground.  But  in  this 
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coantry  there  are  no  such  courts  or  boundaries.  The  reasons  for  re- 
fusing jurisdiction  here  have  ceased  and  do  not  exist."  If  our  chan- 
cery courts  would  not  assume  such  jurisdiction  grievous  wrongs 
might  exist  without  remedies  until  the  legislature  interfered, 
which  is  against  a  well-known  principle  ripened  into  a  maxim.'* 
The  court  in  this  case  reviewed  the  English  cases  and  deemed  them 
conflicting.  But  in  none  of  these  cases  can  it  be  found  that  the 
reason  for  the  doctrine  was  that  equity  refused  jurisdiction  because 
the  ecclesiastical  courts  possessed  it.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  dis- 
tinctly asserted  that  the  reason  was  that  no  court  had  original 
jurisdiction  of  this  matter  alone,  but  had  it  as  incidental  to 
other  subjects  of  jurisdiction.  Subsequently  this  court,  in  Rogers 
V.  Rogers^  applied  this  rule  to  alimony  after  divorce.  In  that  case 
husband  and  wife  were  domiciled  in  Kentucky,  and  the  husband 
sued  in  this  domicile  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  abandonment  and 
obtained  it.  The  wife  appeared  and  defended,  but  did  not  ask  and 
was  not  given  alimony.  Some  years  thereafter  both  became  resi- 
dents of  Ohio,  and  the  wife  commenced  in  the  Ohio  court  a  suit 
for  divorce  and  alimony^  alleging  fraud  in  the  Kentucky  pro- 
ceedings, to  which  the  husband  pleaded  the  Kentucky  divorce  as  a 
bar.  The  Ohio  Common  Pleas  Court  held  the  divorce  in  Ken- 
tucky valid,  but  as  that  court  made  no  support  or  provision  for  the 
wife,  and  the  propriety  of  doing  so  was  not  adjudicated,  a  decree 
for  alimony  was  granted.  Suit  was  brought  in  Kentucky  on  this 
judgment  for  alimony,  to  which  was  pleaded  the  Kentucky 
divorce,  and  also  that  the  Ohio  court  had  no  jursidiction  to  decree 
alimony,  and  hence  the  judgment  upon  which  the  suit  was  brought 
is  null  and  void.  Upon  this  question  the  Kentucky  Supreme 
Court  held  that  the  Ohio  decree  for  alimony  was  valid,  because  it  was 
not  shown  that  it  was  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  or  the  person,  or  void  because  it  was  fraudulently  procured, 
or  that  the  same  matter  had  been  previously  litigated  between  the 
same  parties  in  a  court  of  this  state.  In  explanation  of  this  the 
court  said,  If  the  Kentucky  decree  of  divorce  had  the  effect  of 
absolving  the  husband  and  his  estate  from  all  liability  no  alimony 
can  in  this  case  be  allowed.  But  the  right  to  alimony  did  not 
depend  upon  the  granting  of  the  divorce ;  it  depended  on  various 
other  matters,  such  as  tbe  nature  of  the  cause  for  divorce,  the 
husband's  estate,  &c.  None  of  these  were  presented  or  considered 
in  that  proceeding.    After  that  divorce  was  granted  the  wife  could 
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have  presented  her  claim  for  alimony,  which  the  court  woaid  still 
have  the  power  to  decide,  notwithstanding  a  divorce  had  been  granted. 
It  was  the  decree  for  divorce  which  created  a  cause  for  the  alimony. 
That  the  wife  failed  to  present  her  claim  for  alimony  in  the  Ken- 
tacky  divorce  proceeding  made  no  difference.  That  matter  was 
not  rendered  ret  adjudicata  by  the  failure,  and  eonsequently  the 
Ohio  court  did  not  undertake  to  re-try  any  question  involved  in 
the  Kentucky  proceeding."  If  it  be  conceded  that  by  the  wife's 
failure  to  claim  and  obtain  a  decree  for  alimony  in  the  divorce 
proceeding  she  is  precluded  from  asserting  it  in  another  action, 
this  would  not  make  the  Ohio  decree  for  alimony  invalid.  It 
could  only  be  erroneous,  and  until  reversed,  it  would  have  the 
■  same  effect  as  any  other  decree."  The  grounds  upon  which  this 
decision  is  based,  and  the  reasons  for  it,  are  not  satis&ctory,  and 
seem  to  be  in  contravention  of  the  current  of  authority  and  prin- 
ciple. 

The  courts  of  Mississippi  have  taken  both  sides  of  this  question. 
In  Shotwell  v.  Shotwellj  1  Smedes  &  Marshall,  ch.  51,  decided  in 
1843,  the  Circuit  Court,  on  the  wife's  application,  decreed  a 
divorce.    Alimony  was  not  asked,  because  of  the  statute  limiting 
jurisdiction  of  Circuit  Courts  to  $500.    Subsequently  the  wife  sued 
in  the  Superior  Court  of  Chancery  for  alimony  alone,  alleging  the 
previous  proceedings  in  and  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court.  The 
husband  demurred  on  the  ground,  that  upon  principle  and  under 
the  statute,  alimony  is  incident  to  and  dependent  upon  the  decree 
of  divorce,  and  as  no  decree  for  alimony  was  made  in  that  pro* 
ceeding  a  separate  bill  therefor  cannot  be  maintained^    The  statute 
provided  that,  when  divorce  is  granted  the  court  may  grant  such 
alimony  as  is  just  and  proper.    The  court  overruled  the  demurrer, 
stating  thai  whilst  it  is  usual  to  make  the  decree  for  alimony  concur- 
rent with  the  divorce  or  in  the  same  proceeding,  yet  the  omission 
cannot  affeet  the  wife's  right  to  seek  alimony  at  a  subsequent  time, 
by  a  separate  and  distinct  proceeding  and  in  another  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction;  that  alimony  is  a  separate  and  distinct  right 
resulting  from  a  decree  of  divorce,  but  not  identical  with  it,  nor  ne- 
cessarily constitating  one  proceeding.      I  am  of  opinion  (said  the 
coun)  that  a  separate  suit  may  be  maintained  for  alimony  after  a  de- 
eree  for  a  diYorce  in  which  such  claim  was  omitted,  if  there  was  no 
express  act  of  the  wife  waiving  her  right  thereto.    If,  therefore,  a 
separate  bill  can  be  maintained,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  it  may 
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not  be  brought  in  any  court  having  jarisdiction  without  regard  to 
the  court  which  granted  the  divorce,  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  the  proceedings  which  would  limit  it  to  the  latter  court ;  be- 
cause the  wife's  right  to  alimony  proceeds  upon  the  moral  and 
legal  obligation  of  the  husband  i>o  furnish  her  with  a  competent 
support,  and  does  not  depend  upon  the  point  of  time  at  which  she 
attempts  to  assert  it.  The  right  is  founded  in  the  very  nature  and 
legal  incidents  of  the  marriage  contract,  hence  it  is  if  the  husband, 
by  cruelty  or  misconduct,  compels  the  wife  to  force  herself  from 
him,  the  courts  will  enforce  this  obligation  by  compelling  him  to 
set  apart  a  portion  of  his  estate  for  l^er  support." 

This  decision  was  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Errors  and 
Appeals  {Lawson  v.  ShotweU.  27  Miss.  630  (1854)  ),  the 
court  stating  that,  *^the  authorities,  almost  without  excep* 
tion,  agree  that  alimony  is  allowed  only  as  an  incident  to  some 
other  proceedings  which  may  be  legally  instituted  by  the  wife 
against  the  husband,  such,  for  instance,  as  an  action  for  the 
restitution  of  conjugal  rights,  divorce,  &c."  But,  said  the 
court,  we  do  not  intend  to  intimate  that  there  may  not  be  cases 
in  which  an  original  bill,  after  a  decree  for  a  divorce,  could  not  be 
maintained  for  alimony,  but  only  that  the  present  bill  shows  no 
sufficient  reason  for  not  taking  or  asking  for  alimony  in  the  Circuit 
Court.  A  good  reason  must  be  alleged  why  the  alimony  was  not 
at  the  proper  time  allowed.  What  will  be  a  good  reason  must 
depend  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  when  presented."  This  last 
statement  was  made  in  consequence  of  misconstruing  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Circuit  Court,  intimating  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  not 
purposely  omitted  the  application  for  alimony  in  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding, another  construction  might  be  made.  This  was  followed 
by  Bankston  v.  Bankstonj  27  Miss.  692,  affirming  the  doctrine 
that  chancery  had  no  original  jurisdiction,  holding  that  the  court 
decreeing  the  divorce  had  the  only  power,  and  as  it  did  not  decree 
final  alimony  a  separate  suit  for  alimony  was  not  maintainable. 
And  this  appeare  to  be  consistent  with  the  Mississippi  statute 
(Code  sect.  1159),  providing  that  token  the  divorce  is  decreed,  the 
court  shall  then  make  the  orders  concerning  alimony. 

The  Pennsylvania  courts  {McKarraeher  v.  McKarracher^  3 
Yeates  56),  held  the  reverse  of  Latfison  v.  Shotwelly  holding  thai 
the  failure  of  the  wife  to  claim  alimony  in  the  proceedings  for 
divorce  was  no  bar  to  a  further  application  for  that  purpose. 
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In  Soath  Carolina  {Jelineau  v.  Jelineau,  2  Dessanssure  45 ; 
Prather  v.  Prather,  4  Id.  83 ;  ThreewiU  v.  Threetaits,  Id.  560  ; 
Prince  y.  Prince^  1  Rich.  £q.  282)  the  oourta  exercise  the  juriadic- 
tton  to  grant  a  separate  maintenanoe  bat  term  it  alimony.  The  deci- 
sioDs  have  not  gone  so  far  as  to  decree  alimony  after  a  divorce  a  viri' 
culo,  probably  because  divorces  of  this  character  are  unknown  there, 
yet  the  decisions  granting  separate  maintenance  intimate  that  the 
same  rule  would  be  applicable  in  all  cases.  In  Tennessee  alimony  was 
granted  after  a  legislative  divorce :  Richardson  v.  Wilson^  8  Yerg. 
67.  In  that  case  the  legislature  granted  the  divorce  a  vinculo,  but 
reserved  to  the  wife  all  right  to  alimony  if,  by  law,  she  should  be 
entitled.  The  wife  filed  her  petition  for  alimony,  and  the  court 
granted  it,  stating  that  it  had  power  to  take  up  the  question  where 
the  legislature  left  it;  that  alimony  would  have  been  granted  if 
the  bill  had  not  contained  this  reservation ;  and  that  the  right 
of  the  wife  to  a  support  from  her  husband  was  a  constitutional 
right  which  the  legislature  could  not  take  away  by  a  divorce  bill, 
passed  ex  parte  and  without  notice  to  her.  This  case  decided  the 
point  that  alimony  would  be  allowed  after  a  legislative  divorce 
with  a  reservation  as  to  alimony.  The  balance  was  dictum.  This 
case  can  be  supported  on  two  grounds :  Ist,  that  the  reservation  in 
the  act  is  the  same  as  a  reservation  in  a  decree  of  divorce,  and  the 
granting  of  the  alimony,  in  such  case  is  allowing  it  in  the  same 
proceeding;  2d,  that  the  husband's  ex  parte  divorce  cannot  destroy 
the  wife's  right  to  alimony,  because  it  would  be  perpetrating  a 
fraud,  and  because  such  decrees  are  not  jurisdictional  under  the 
bws  giving  credit  to  foreign  decrees :  Proseer  v.  Warner,  47  Vt. 
667 ;  Hoffman  v.  Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  30 ;  Shannon  v.  Shannon, 
4  Allen  134 ;  Smith  v.  Smithy  13  Gray  209 ;  Leith  v.  Leith,  39 
N.  H.  20. 

In  Ohio  {Cooper  y.  Cooper,  7  Ohio,  2  pt  694;  Mansfield  v. 
Mclnlyre,  10  Ohio  30 ;  Cox  v.  Cox,  19  Ohio  St.  502 ;  20  Id.  439,) 
the  question  has  not  been  settled.  In  the  latest  case,  Cox  v.  Cox, 
the  husband  and  wife  were  domiciled  in  Ohio.  The  husband 
deserted  his  wife,  went  to  Indiana  and  obtained  a  divorce.  Some 
time  after  the  desertion  the  wife  applied  in  the  place  of  her  domi* 
eile,  Ohio,  for  divorce  and  alimony.  The  husband  pleaded  the 
Indiana  divorce  as  a  bar.  On  appeal  the  court  held  that  the 
domicile  of  the  wife  remained  unaffected  by  the  desertion  of 
the  husband,  and  that  the  Indiana  decree  of  divoroe  was  no  de- 
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fence  to  ber  petition  for  alimony.  The  court  followed  Richardton 
y.  Wilson^  Crane  v.  MegirmU  and  SkotweU  v.  Shotwell;  bat  as 
heretofore  diBcnssed  none  of  these  support  it.  This  case  held  that 
jurisdiction  of  divorce  is  based  on  the  domicile  of  the  applicant,  not 
on  the  place  of  the  marriage,  nor  the  place  of  the  offence,  nor  the 
domicile  of  the  defendant,  because  marriage  is  a  social  status,  and 
the  state  in  which  the  applicant  resides  has  the  jurisdiction  to 
terminate  this  status  ex  parte^  but  nothing  else,  which  decree  pub- 
lic policy  requires  to  be  elsewhere  recognised,  hence  such  decree  is 
Tiot  a  bar  to  a  proceeding  for  alimony  in  a  court  of  another  juris- 
diction. This  case  is  in  harmony  with  the  doctrine  herein  discussed 
applicable  to  the  effect  of  ex  parte  divorce  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction, 
but  is  not,  perhaps,  authority  on  the  question  whether  alimony  is 
incidental  to  divorce. 

We  come  now  to  the  decisions  holding  the  other  side  of  this  ques- 
tion. In  England,  since  the  Divorce  Act,  20  &  21  Vict.,  sect.  82, 
the  courts  have  held  in  conformity  with  the  history  of  the  subject, 
and  on  the  principle  involved,  that  permanent  alimony  is  the 
creature  of  the  Divorce  Act,  and  cannot  be  allowed  but  in  the 
same  proceedings  granting  the  divorce :  Winscome  v.  WtMCome^ 
8  Swabey  &  Tristam  R.  880. 

In  Arkansas  the  courts  hold  that  alimony  is  incident  to  a  divorce, 
and  cannot  be  granted  in  an  independent  proceeding  unless  the  stat- 
ute expressly  so  provides.  In  Bowman  v.  Worthington^  24  Ark. 
529,  the  facts  were:  The  marriage  took  place  in  Kentucky.  Hus- 
band and  wife  then  moved  to  Arkansas.  Wife  left  her  husband  oir 
account  of  alleged  adultery,  went  to  Kentucky,  obtained  a  legis- 
lative divorce  ex  parte,  and  then  commenced  suit  in  the  Arkansas 
court  for  alimony.  The  demurrer  to  this  application  was  sustained. 
The  court  said  that  alimony  is  an  incident  of  the  divorce,  grantable 
in  connection  with  it,  and  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a 
separate  application  therefor.  In  this  case  the  court  reviews  many 
of  the  authorities,  and  holds  that  this  is  the  only  correct  position  to 
be  taken,  and  that  Shotwell  v.  Shotwell,  in  Mississippi,  was  over- 
ruled, and  Richardson  v.  Wihon  is  contrary  to  the  weight  of 
authority.  The  statute  (ch.  59)  in  this  state  is  substantially  like 
the  statutes  in  most  of  the  states,  and  provides  that,  ^^when 
a  decree  of  divorce  shall  be  entered  "  the  court  shall  provide  for 
the  alimony. 

The  Georgia  courts  adopted  the  same  principle,  and  in  explana- 
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tion  of  it,  after  reviewing  the  cases  said,  in  McGee  McOee,  10 
Ga.  477,  fSilowed  in  Gobs  v.  Goss,  29  Ga.  109,  that  no  court  has 
original  jarisdiction  to  grant  separate  maintenance  (alimonj)  whilst 
the  marriage  exists.  It  is  incidental  to  some  other  power  having 
jarisdiction  to  decree  specific  performance.  Chancery  can  decree 
a  separate  maintenance  on  an  agreement  for  that  purpose,  and  can 
do  it  in  other  matters  of  which  it  has  jurisdiction,  such  as  mpplicavit 
for  surety  of  the  peace.  But  equity  has  no  power  to  decree,  ali- 
mony alone,  on  the  ground  of  desertion,  cruel  treatment,  failure  to 
maintain  the  wife,  &c.  Alimony  is  incident  to  divorce,  to  be 
obtained  in  the  same  proceeding,  and  not  after  the  divorce  in  an 
independent  proceeding. 

In  Fuchli  v.  FUchli,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  860,  the  wife  obtained  a 
decree  of  divorce  a  vinculo^  and  allowance  of  alimony  in  Kentucky. 
Subsequently  she  commenced  proceedings  in  Indiana  for  additional 
alimony,  alleging  the  inadequacy  of  the  amount  granted  in  Ken- 
tucky. The  court  said  that  alimony  ''is  incidental  to  divorce,  the 
court  that  decrees  the  divorce  is  tb  make  the  provision,  and  if  that 
coart  fails  to  provide  for  the  wife  by  a  division  of  the  property  or 
makes  an  inadequate  division,  we  know  of  no  authority,  either  from 
the  act  of  the  assembly  (of  Indiana)  or  the  English  books,  for  any 
other  court  to  remedy  the  evil  or  extend  the  provision,'*  because 
there  is  no  precedent  except  a  few  extreme  cases,  the  weight  of 
authority  being  the  other  way,  the  Kentucky  court  could  have 
decreed  the  necessary  maintenance,  and  because  alimony  is  an 
incident  of  a  divorce ;  hence,  ''  when  a  matter  is  adjudicated  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  it  is  forever  at  rest,  not  only  what 
was  actually  determined,  but  every  other  matter  which  the  parties 
might  have  litigated  in  the  cause."  Hence,  in  divorce  proceedings 
the  matter  to  be  litigated  is  ''  the  separate  maintenance  (alimony), 
the  wife's  condition  in  life,  the  fortune  she  brought  in  marriage, 
and  her  husband's  circumstances.''  These  were  the  subjects 
of  the  litigation  in  Kentucky,  and  as  that  court  had  ample  power 
to  do  justice  between  the  parties  but  failed  to  do  it,  no  other 
court  can  supply  the  deficiency.  This  was  a  case  of  inadequate 
alimony. 

In  Muekenburg  v.  Holler^  29  Ind.  139,  the  court  stated  that 
alimony  is  an  incident  of  a  suit  for  divorce,  and  is  not  a  matter 
which  can  constitute  the  subject  of  an  independent  suit.    It  must 
be  adjudged  in  the  divorce  proceeding  or  not  at  all.    All  questions 
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of  property  are  litigated  in  a  sait  for  divorce,  and  most  there  be 
settled.  The  complaint  here  shows  that  the  parties  have  been 
divorced,  and  the  legal  inference  is  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit  was  there  settled  and  put  at  rest"  This  is  the  doctrine  in 
this  state :  Moan  v.  Baum^  58  Ind.  194 ;  Middlewarth  v.  McDmv- 
ett,  49  Id.  386.  In  Middlewarth  y.  McDowell  the  wife  obtained 
diyorce  and  alimony  in  Iowa.  Constmctiye  service  on  the  has- 
band,  who  did  not  appear  and  who  was  not  a  resident  of  Iowa. 
Subsequently  she  commenced  suit  in  Indiana  for  the  alimony  so 
decreed  in  Iowa.  The  court  held  the  decree  for  alimony  of  no 
force  in  Indiana,  because  a  personal  judgment  for  money  cannot 
be  made  against  a  non-resident  founded  on  publication.  Following 
Beard  v.  Beard,  21  Ind.  821 ;  Lytle  v.  Lytle,  48  Id.  200 ;  ffArey 
V.  Ketehum,  11  How.  (U.  S.)  166 ;  Board  of  Pub.  Works  v.  Co- 
lumbia College,  17  Wall.  621. 

This  doctrine  is  followed  in  Illinois :  Chestnut  v.  Che^ut,  77 
111.  346.  In  Iowa  the  courts  are  on  both  sides  of  this  question. 
In  Bit/the  v.  Blythe,  26  Iowa  266,  the  wife  obtained  a  divorce, 
but  did  not  ask  and  did  not  receive  alimony  in  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding. To  an  application  for  alimony  alone,  the  court  said  that 
no  alimony  can  be  allowed.  The  relation  of  husband  and  wife 
must  exist  either  de  jure  or  de  facto  in  order  to  justify  an  order  for 
alimony."  In  Earshberger  y.  Harshberger,  2Q  Iowa  603;  {Cole 
V.  Cole,  23  Id.  433;  McEwen  v.  McEwen,  26  Id.  376),  the  court 
said,  no  independent  action  for  alimony  can  be  brought,  it  must 
be  connected  with  and  follow  a  divorce."  But  in  Oraves  v. 
Graves,  36  Iowa  310  (14  Am.  R.  626),  a  different  view  was 
taken,  holding  that  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a 
suit  for  and  to  grant  alimony  where  no  divorce  or  other  relief  is 
sought,  because  the  husband  is  bound  to  support  his  wife,  hence,  if 
he  makes  it  unsafe  or  immoral  for  his  wife  to  remain  with  him,  or 
he  forces  her  to  leave,  she  carries  his  credit  for  support,  and  those 
who  furnish  necessaries  can  sue  at  law ;  second,  equity,  can  take 
jurisdiction  on  the  ground  of  avoiding  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  on 
the  ground  that  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law ;  third,  on 
well-settled  equity  principles  as  well  as  upon  considerations  of 
public  policy.  Citing  Jones  v.  Jones,  19  Iowa;  O'Hagan  v. 
O'Eagan,  4  Id.  609 ;  McMullen  v.  McMulUn,  10  Id.  412 ;  Qal- 
land  V.  Qalland,  38  Cal.  266. 

The  doctrine  heretofore  stated  that  alimony  is  an  incident  of 
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dirorce  and  not  the  subjoct-matter  of  an  independent  proceeding,  is 
adopted  in  Maine  {Jone9  v.  JaneSy  18  Me.  811 ;  Hmderton  v. 
Hendmony  64  Id.  419;  Littlefield  v.  Paul,  69  Id.  638),  and 
in  MassachiiBettB  {Shannon  v.  Shannon,  2  Gray  287  ;  Baldwin  y. 
Baldwin^  6  Id.  842;  Coffin  v.  Dunham,  8  Gosh.  405),  and  in 
Michigan  {Peltier  r.  Peltier,  Har.  Ch.  19 ;  Perkine  y.  Perkins, 
16  Mich.  167;  Wright  v.  Wright,  24  Id.  180.)  In  Peltier  v. 
Peltier  the  court  said:  ^^I  am  satisfied  that  ezclusive  of  any 
statatory  provision,  chancery  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  an 
application  for  alimony  alone.  The  whole  current  of  authority 
goes  to  show  that  courts  of  chancery  have  never  entertained  juris- 
diction in  cases  of  this  kind,  except  in  aid  of  some  other  court  or  to 
carry  into  effect  a  marriage  contract,  or  in  execution  of  a  trust." 
Citing  Head  v.  Mead,  3  Atk.  551 ;  Watkine  v.  Watkim,  2  Id. 
98;  FonbL  Eq.  98 ;  Codd  v.  Codd,  2  Johns-  Ch.  141 ;  Lewie  v. 
Lewiey  3  Id.  519 ;  Mix  v.  Mix,  1  Id.  108 ;  Bullock  v.  Menziee, 
4  Yes.  Jr.  799 ;  Legard  v.  Johnson,  3  Id.  851.  The  same  doc* 
trine  is  followed  in  Missouri :  Doyle  v.  Doyle,  26  Mo.  545,  549  ; 
Simpson  v.  Simpson,  31  Id.  24.  In  Doyle  v.  Doyle  the  court 
said :  A  court  has  do  authority  to  grant  alimony  but  as  an'  inci- 
dent to  a  divorce,  except  where  it  is  conferred  by  statute.  Our 
statute  allows  alimony  where  the  husband,  without  just  cause, 
abandons  his  wife.  Without  such  a  statute  the  courts  cannot  grant 
alimony  but  as  an  incident  to  a  divorce.'* 

The  same  principle  is  adopted  in  New  Hampshire  {Parsons  v. 
Parsons,  9  N.  H.  317 ;  Sheafe  v.  Sheafe,  24  Id.  569),  and  in 
New  Jersey  {Kerrigan  v.  Kerrigan,  2  McCart  146;  Nichols  v. 
Nichols,  10  0.  B.  Green  60;  TuU  v.  Tule,  2  Stock.  138;  Rock- 
well  V.  Morgan,  2  Beas.  119 ;  Anshutz  v.  Anshutz,  1  C.  E. 
Green  162 ;  Cory  v.  Cory,  3  Stock.  400),  and  also  in  New  York 
{AUoater  v.  Atwater,  53  Barb.  621 ;  Codd  v.  Codd,  2  Johns.  Ch. 
141 ;  Leune  v.  Lewis,  8  Id.  519 ;  Mix  v.  Mix,  1  Id.  108  ;  Perry 
V.  Perry,  2  Paige  501),  and  in  Vermont  {Harrington  v.  Harring- 
ton, 10  Vt.  605 ;  Prosser  v.  Warner,  47  Id.  667).  In  Hoffman 
V.  Hoffman,  46  N.  Y.  30,  the  husband  and  wife  were  residents  of 
and  domiciled  in  New  York  ;  the  husband  left  the  domicile,  went  to 
Indiana  and  obtained  a  divorce,  the  service  being  by  publication. 
The  wife  had  no  knowledge  of  and  did  not  appear  in  the  proceeding. 
Subsequently  the  wife  sued  in  New  York  (the  plaoe  of  the  domicile 
sod  place  where  the  cause  for  divorce  was  committed)  for  divorce 
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and  alimony,  to  which  was  pleaded  the  Indiana  divorce  as  a  bar. 
The  court  held  that  it  was  not  a  bar,  because  the  Indiana  court  had 
no  jurisdiction,  as  the  husband  was  a  resident  of  New  York,  and 
went  only  to  Indiana  to  get  the  divorce,  and  because  the  wife  was 
not  served  with  process  or  appeared.  The  judgment  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  obtained  ex  parte.  This  case  was  really  decided  on 
the  doctrine  of  the  effect  of  an  ex  parte  judgment. 

In  Prosser  v.  WameTy  47  Vt.  667,  the  husband  and  wife  were 
domiciled  in  Vermont.  The  husband  abandoned  the  wife.  She 
thereupon  returned  to  New  York,  the  place  of  the  marriage,  and 
obtained  a  divorce  and  alimony  by  ex  parte  proceedings,  for  adul- 
tery of  the  husband  in  Vermont.  Upon  this  judgment  for  alimony 
she  commenced  an  action  for  debt  in  Vermont.  The  court  held 
that  this  New  York  decree  was  not  binding  in  Vermont.  The 
decree  was  not  obtained  at  the  place  of  the  domicile  nor  the  place 
of  the  offence.  Although  these,  and  some  other  cases  heretofore 
mentioned,  were  applications  for  alimony  alone,  the  decisions  were 
based  on  the  doctrine  of  the  effect  of  an  ex  parte  decree^  and  not 
on  the  principle  that  alimony  is  an  Incident  of  a  divorce,  hence  this 
is  a  connecting  question  with  the  one  under  discussion. 

This  appears  to  be  the  state  of  i  the  decisions  upon  this  question. 

Alimony  either  is  or  is  not  incident  to  a  divorce.  If  it  is,  it 
must  be  obtained  in  the  divorce  proceeding,  because  the  substantive 
carries  with  it  all  its  incidents.  If  this  is  true,  a  decree  for  ali- 
mony will  be  valid  if  the  decree  for  divorce  is  valid  ;  hence,  if  an 
ex  parte  decree  for  divorce  is  valid,  an  ex  parte  decree  for  alimony 
in  the  same  proceeding  should  also  be  valid.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  alimony  is  not  incident  to  divorce  it  should  be  a  substantive 
matter  of  jurisdiction  like  any  claim  or  demand  for  money.  But 
whilst  the  authorities  hold  that  alimony  is  incident  to  divorce,  they 
also  hold  that  an  ex  parte  decree  for  alimony  is  not  valid.  Either 
one  or  the  other  of  these  positions  is  incorrect,  or  there  must  be  a 
principle  upon  which  both  can  be  reconciled.  Perhaps  this  appar- 
ent conflict  can  be  reconciled  if  it  can  be  established  that  marriage 
is  a  status,  and  that  an  ex  parte  divorce  only  acts  upon  and  dis- 
solves this  status.  If  so,  it  is  a  separate  and  distinct  subject-matter 
from  the  matter  of  alimony.  Here  another  question  enters, 
namely,  will  the  dissolution  of  this  status  in  one  state  have  the 
effect  of  dissolving  it  in  another  state,  and  can  such  a  divorce  carry 
alimony  with  it.  If  it  is  a  status  it  must  be  a  something — a  substan- 
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tive  subject-matter  of  jorisdiction — and  if  it  is,  why  should  not  the 
act  of  dissolving  it  be  recognised  in  a  foreign  jurisdiction ;  hence 
it  is  that  two  otber  questions  are  involved,  namely,  whether  or  not 
marriage  is  a  status ;  and  secondly,  the  effect  of  an  ez  parte  decree 
of  divorce ;  because  if  alimony  is  an  incident  of  a  divorce,  and  only 
grantable  in  the  divorce  proceeding,  it  should  be  allowed  in  an  ez 
parte  divorce  proceeding,  if  such  proceeding  is  valid,  and  it  will  be 
valid  if  marriage  is  a  status  and  that  status  is  a  jurisdictional  sub- 
ject-matter.   And  if  it  is  not  valid,  if  granted  in  an  ez  parte 
divorce  proceeding,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  incident  to  a  divorce. 
Or,  in  other  words,  alimony  is  incident  to  a  divorce  if  it  can  be 
granted  in  a  valid  ez  parte  divorce,  and  it  is  not  incident  if  it  can- 
not be  so  granted. 

Perhaps  the  solution  is  that  marriage  is  a  status,  hence  an  ez 
parte  divorce  is  valid  because  it  acts  upon  this  status.  Alimony 
cannot  be  decreed  ez  parte,  because  it  is  different  from  the  thing 
'^status,"  and  there  is  no  jurisdiction  to  decree  in  personam  in  ez 
parte  proceedings ;  hence  it  can  be  decreed  after  an  ez  parte 
divorce  or  else  there  would  be  a  failure  of  justice.  Alimony  can- 
not be  decreed  after  a  divorce  int^r  parties,  because  the  court  then 
has  jurisdiction  of  the  status  and  person,  and  hence  all  matters 
involved,  or  could  have  been  involved,  must  be  adjudicated.  The 
questions,  whether  or  not  marriage  is  a  status,  and  the  validity 
and  effect  of  an  ex  parte  divorce,  are  connected  with  this  doctrine 
of  domicile. 

Jno.  F.  Kelly. 

Bellaire,  Ohio. 


RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

IToitse  of  Lords. 
JOHN  WESTON  FOAKES  ».  JULIA  BEER. 

An  flfcreement  between  judgment  debtor  and  creditor  that,  in  consideration  of  the 
debtor  paying  down  part  of  the  judgment  debt  and  costs,  and  on  condition  of  his 
pajing  to  the  creditor,  or  his  nominee,  the  residue  by  instalments  the  creditor  will 
not  take  any  proceedings  on  the  judgment,  is  nudum  pactutn^  being  without  con- 
sideration, and  does  not  prevent  the  creditor,  after  payment  of  the  whole  debt  and 
costs,  from  proceeding  to  enforce  payment  of  the  interest  upon  the  judgment. 

PEfmeTs  CW,  5  Bep.  117  a.,  and  Cwaiher  r.  Wane,  1  Str.  426,  followed. 

An  agreement  not  to  take  proceedings  if  the  debtor  shall  pay  certain  specified 
instalments  "until  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  2090/.  1 9s.  shall  have  been  fully 
paid,**  the  said  sum  being  the  principal  alone  without  interest,  gives  the  creditor  no 
right  to  interest  if  the  condition  as  to  payment  of  instalments  is  fulfilled. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

On  the  11th  of  AaguBt  1875,  the  respondent  recovered  judg- 
ment against  the  appellant  for  20772.  17«.  2d.  for  debt,  and  13/. 
1«.  10(2.  for  costs.  On  the  21st  of  December  1876,  a  memorandum 
of  agreement  was  made  and  signed  by  the  appellant  and  respondent 
in  the  following  terms : 

Whereas,  the  said  John  Weston  Foakes  is  indebted  to  the  said 
Julia  Beer,  and  she  has  obtained  a  judgment  in  Her  Majesty's 
High  Court  of  Justice,  Exchequer  Division,  for  the  sum  of  2090Z. 
19«.  And  whereas  the  said  John  Weston  Foakes  has  requested 
the  said  Julia  Beer  to  give  him  time  in  which  to  pay  such  judg- 
ment, which  she  has  agreed '  to  do  on  the  following  conditions : 
Now  this  agreement  witnesseth,  that  in  consideration  of  the  said 
John  Weston  Foakes  paying  to  the  said  Julia  Beer,  on  the  signing 
of  this  agreement,  the  sum  of  500{.,  the  receipt  whereof  she  doth 
hereby  acknowledge,  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  said  judgment  debt 
of  2090Z.  199.,  and  on  condition  of  his  paying  to  her  or  her  execu- 
tors, administrators,  assigns  or  nominee  the  sum  of  150Z.,  on  the 
1st  day  of  July  and  the  1st  day  of  January,  or  within  one  calendar 
month  after  each  of  the  said  days  respectively  in  every  year,  until 
the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  2090/.  19«.  shall  have  been  fully  paid 
and  satisfied ;  the  first  of  such  payments  to  be  made  on  the  1st  day 
of  July  next,  then  she,  the  said  Julia  Beer,  hereby  undertakes  and 
agrees  that  she,  her  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  will  not 
take  any  proceedings  whatever  on  the  said  judgment." 

The  respondent  having  in  June  1882  taken  out  a  summons  for 
leave  to  proceed  on  the  judgment,  an  issue  was  directed  to  be  tried 
between  the  respondent,  as  plaintiff^  and  the  appellant,  as  defendant, 
whether  any  and  what  amount  was,  on  the  1st  of  July  1882,  due 
upon  the  judgment. 

At  the  trial  of  the  issue  before  Cayb,  J.,  it  was  proved  that  the 
whole  sum  of  2090Z.  19«.  had  been  paid  by  instalments,  but  the 
respondent  claimed  interest.  The  jury,  under  his  lordship's 
direction,  found  that  the  appellant  had  paid  all  the  sums  which,  by 
the  agreement  of  the  21st  of  December  1876,  he  undertook  to  pay, 
and  within  the  times  therein  specified.  Cave,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that, 
whether  the  judgment  was  satisfied  or  not,  the  respondent  was,  by 
reason  of  the  agreement,  not  entitled  to  issue  execution  for  any 
sum  on  the  judgment. 

The  Queen's  Bench  Division  (Watkin  Williams  and  Mathbw, 
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JJ.)  discliarged  an  order  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdi- 
rection. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  (Brett,  M.  R.,  Lindlby  and  FaY,  L.  JJ.) 
reversed  that  decision  and  entered  judgment  for  the  respondent  for 
the  interest  due  with  costs. 

W.  H.  Mall,  Q.  C,  for  appellant. 

Bmpoi^  Q.  C,  for  respondent. 

Earl  of  Sblborne,  L.  C. — My  Lords,  upon  the  construction  of 
the  agreement  of  the  2l8t  of  December  1876,  I  cannot  differ  from 
the  conclusion  in  which  both  the  courts  below  were  agreed.    If  the 
operative  part  could  properly  be  controlled  by  the  recitals,  I  think 
there  would  be  much  reason  to  say  that  the  only  thing  contem- 
plated by  the  recitals  was  giving  time  for  payment,  without  any 
relinquishment,  on  the  part  of  the  judgment  creditor,  of  any  por- 
tion of  the  amount  recoverable  (whether  for  principal  or  for  interest) 
under  the  judgment.    But  the  agreement  of  the  judgment  creditor, 
vhich  follows  the  recital,  is  that  she  '^will  not  talce  any  proceedings 
whatever  on  the  judgment"  if  a  certain  condition  is  fulfilled. 
What  is  that  condition  ?    Payment  of  the  sum  of  150t  in  every 
half  year,  "  until  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  2090Z.  19«."  (the 
aggregate  amount  of  the  principal  debt  and  costs,  for  which  judg- 
ment had  been  entered)    shall  have  been  fully  paid  and  satisfied.*' 
A  particular    sum    is  here  mentioned,  which  does  not  include 
the  interest  then  due  or  future  interest.    Whatever  was  meant  to 
be  payable  at  all,  under  this  agreement,  was  clearly  to  be  payable 
by  half-yearly  instalments  of  150Z.  each ;  any  other  construction 
must  necessarily  make  the  conditional  promise  nugatory.    But  to 
say  that  the  half-yearly  payments  were  to  continue  till  the  whole 
sum  of  20902.  19s.,    and  interest  thereon,"  should  have  been  fully 
paid  and  satisfied,  would  be  to  introduce  very  important  words  into 
the  agreement,  which  are  not  there,  and  of  which  I  cannot  say  that 
they  are  necessarily  implied.    Although,  therefore,  I  may  (as 
indeed  I  do)  very  much  doubt  whether  the  effect  of  the  agreement, 
as  a  conditional  waiver  of  the  interest  to  which  she  was  by  law 
entitled  under  the  judgment,  was  really  present  to  the  mind  of  the 
judgment  creditor,  still  I  cannot  deny  that  it  might  have  that 
effect,  if  capable  of  being  legally  enforced. 

Bot  the  question  remains,  whether  the  agreement  is  capable  of 
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being  legally  enforced.  Not  being  under  seal,  it  cannot  be  legally 
enforced  against  the  respondent  unless  she  received  consideration 
for  it  from  the  appellant,  or  unless,  though  without  consideration, 
it  operates  by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  so  as  to  extinguish 
the  claim  for  interest.  What  is  the  consideration  ?  On  the  face 
of  the  agreement  none  is  expressed  except  a  present  payment  of 
500/.,  on  account  and  in  part  of  the  larger  debt  then  due  and  pay- 
able by  law  under  the  judgment.  The  appellant  did  not  contract 
to  pay  the  future  instalments  of  1502.  each,  at  the  times  therein 
mentioned ;  much  less  did  he  give  any  new  security,  in  the  shape 
of  negotiable  paper,  or  in  any  other  form.  The  promise  de  fviuro 
was  only  that  of  the  respondent,  that  if  the  half-yearly  payments 
of  1502.  each  were  regularly  paid,  she  would  "take  no  proceedings 
whatever  on  the  judgment."  No  doubt  if  the  appellant  had  been 
under  no  antecedent  obligation  to  pay  the  whole  debt,  his  fulfil- 
ment of  the  condition  might  have  imported  some  consideration  on 
his  part  for  that  promise.  But  he  was  under  that  antecedent  obli- 
gation ;  and  payment  at  those  deferred  dates,  by  the  forbearanee 
and  indulgence  of  the  creditor,  of  the  residue  of  the  principal  debt 
and  costs,  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  be  a  consideration  for  the 
relinquishment  of  interest  and  discharge  of  the  judgment,  unless 
the  payment  of  the  500Z.,  at  the  time  of  signing  the  agreement,  was 
such  a  consideration.  As  to  accord  and  satisfaction,  in  point  of  fact 
there  could  be  no  complete  satisfaction  so  long  as  any  future  instal- 
ment remained  payable ;  and  I  do  not  see  how  any  mere  payments  on 
account  could  operate  in  law  as  a  satisfaction  ad  interim,  con- 
ditionally upon  other  payments  being  afterwards  duly  made,  unless 
there  was  a  consideration  sufficient  to  support  the  agreement  while 
still  unexecuted.  Nor  was  anything,  in  fact,  done  by  the  respond- 
ent in  this  case,  on  the  receipt  of  the  last  payment,  which  could  be 
tantamount  to  an  acquittance,  if  the  agreement  did  not  previously 
bind  her. 

The  question,  therefore,  is  nakedly  raised  by  this  appeal,  whether 
your  lordships  are  now  prepared,  not  only  to  overrule  as  contrary 
to  law,  the  doctrine  stated  by  Sir  Edward  Coke  to  have  been  laid 
down  by  all  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas,  in  PinneVs  Cage  in 
1602,  and  repeated  in  his  note  to  Littleton,  sect.  844 ;  but  to  treat 
a  prospective  agreement,  not  under  seal,  for  satisfaction  of  a  debt, 
by  a  series  of  payments  on  account  to  a  total  amount  less  than  the 
whole  debt,  as  binding  in  law,  provided  those  payments  are  regu- 
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larly  made ;  the  case  not  being  one  of  a  composition  with  a  common 
debtor,  agreed  to,  inter  by  several  creditors.  I  prefer  so  to 
Btate  the  question  instead  of  treating  it  (as  put  at  the  bar)  as  de- 
pending on  the  authority  of  Cumber  v.  Wane,  1  Str.  426,  decided 
in  1718.  It  may  well  be  that  distinctions,  which  in  later  cases 
have  been  held  sufficient  to  exclude  the  application  of  that  doctrine, 
existed  and  were  improperly  disregarded  in  Cumber  v.  Wane; 
and  yet  that  the  doctrine  itself  may  be  law,  rightly  recognised  in 
Oamber  v.  Wane,  and  not  really  contradicted  by  any  later  authori- 
ties. And  this  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true  state  of  the  case.  The 
doctrine  itself,  as  laid  down  by  Sir  Edward  Coke,  may  have  been 
eriticised  as  questionable  in  principle,  by  some  persons  whose  opin- 
ions are  entitled  to  respect,  but  it  has  never  been  judicially  over- 
ruled ;  on  the  contrary,  I  think  it  has  always,  since  the  sixteenth 
century,  been  accepted  as  law.  If  so,  I  cannot  think  that  your 
lordships  would  do  right,  if  you  were  now  to  reverse  as  erroneous  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  proceeding  upon  a  doctrine 
whioh  has  been  accepted  as  part  of  the  law  of  England  for  two 
hundred  and  eighty  years. 

The  doctrine,  as  stated  in  PinneFs  Case  is  "  that  payment  of  a 
lesser  sum  on  the  day"  (it  would  of  course  be  the  same  after  the 
day),  in  satisfaction  of  a  greater,  cannot  be  any  satisfaction  for 
the  whole,  because  it  appears  to  the  judges,  that  by  no  possibility 
a  lesser  sum  can  be  a  satisfaction  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  greater 
sum."  As  stated  in  Coke  Littleton  212,  it  is,  "  where  the  condi 
tioQ  is  for  payment  of  201.  the  obligor  or  feoffor  cannot  at  the  time 
appointed  pay  a  leaser  sum  in  satisfaction  of  the  whole,  because  it 
is  apparent  that  a  lesser  sum  of  money  cannot  be  a  satisfaction  of  a 
greater;"  adding  (what  is  beyond  controversy),  that  an  acquittance 
under  seal,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  whole,  would  (under  like  cir- 
cumstances) be  valid  and  binding. 

The  distinction  between  the  effect  of  a  deed  under  seal,  and  that 
of  an  agreement  by  parol,  or  by  writing  not  under  seal  may  seem 
arbitrary,  but  it  is  established  in  our  law  ;  nor  is  it  really  unreason- 
able or  practically  inconvenient  that  the  law  should  require  particular 
solemnities  to  give  to  a  gratuitous  contract  the  force  of  a  binding 
obligation.  If  the  question  be  (as  in  the  actual  state  of  the  law,  I 
think  it  is),  whether  consideration  is  or  is  not  given  in  a  case  of 
this  kind,  by  the  debtor  who  pays  down  part  of  the  debt  presently 
doe  from  him,  for  a  promise  by  the  creditor  to  relinquish,  after 
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certain  farther  payments  on  account,  the  residne  of  the  debt,  I  can- 
not say  that  I  think  consideration  is  given,  in  the  sense  in  ivhich  I 
have  always  understood  that  word  as  used  in  our  law.  It  might  be 
(and  indeed  I  think  it  would  be)  an  improvement  in  our  law,  if  a 
release  or  acquittance  of  the  whole  debt,  on  payment  of  any  sum 
which  the  creditor  might  be  content  to  receive  by  way  of  accord 
and  satisfaction  (though  less  than  the  whole),  were  held  to  be,  gen- 
erally, binding,  though  not  under  seal ;  nor  should  I  be  unwilling 
to  see  equal  force  given  to  a  prospective  agreement,  like  the  present, 
in  writing  though  not  under  seal ;  but  I  think  it  impossible,  with- 
out refinements  which  {»ractically  alter  the  sense  of  the  word,  to 
treat  such  a  release  or  acquittance  as  supported  by  any  new  con- 
sideration proceeding  from  the  debtor.  All  the  authorities  sub- 
sequent to  the  case  of  Cumber  v.  Wane^  1  Str.  246,  which  were 
relied  upon  by  the  appellant  at  your  Lordships'  Bar  (such  as  Sib- 
ree  v.  IWpp,  15  M.  &  W.  23 ;  Ourlewis  v.  Clark,  8  Ex.  375,  and 
O-oddard  v.  O'Brien,  9  Q.  B.  Div.  37),  have  proceeded  upon  the 
distinction,  that,  by  giving  negotiable  paper  or  otherwise,  there  had 
been  some  new  consideration  for  a  new  agreement,  distinct  from 
mere  money  payments  in  or  towards  discharge  of  the  original  liabil- 
ity. I  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  through  those  cases,  or  to  examine 
the  particular  grounds  on  which  each  of  them  was  decided.  There 
are  no  such  facts  in  the  case  now  before  your  Lordships.  What  is 
called  ''any  benefit,  or  even  any  legal  possibility  of  benefit,"  in 
Mr.  Smith's  notes  to  Cumbsr  v.  Wane,  is  not  (as  I  conceive)  that 
sort  of  benefit  which  a  creditor  may  derive  from  getting  payment 
of  part  of  the  money  due  to  him  from  a  debtor  who  might  other- 
wise keep  him  at  arm's  lengtli,  or  possibly  become  insolvent,  but  is 
some  independent  benefit,  actual  or  contingent,  of  a  kind  which 
might  in  law  be  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  for  any  other 
sort  of  agreement  not  under  seal. 

My  conclusion  is,  that  the  order  appealed  from  should  be 
affirmed,  and  the  af^al  dismissed,  with  costs,  and  I  so  move  your 
Lordships. 

Lord  Blackburn. — My  Lords,  the  first  question  raised  is  as  to 
what  was  the  true  construction  of  the  memorandum  of  agreement 
made  on  the  21st  of  December  1876.  What  was  it  that  the  parties 
by  that  writing  agreed  to  ? 

The  appellants  coatend  that  they  meant  that  on  payment  down 
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of  500Z.,  aad  payment  within  a  month  after  the  1st  day  of  July 
snd  the  Ist  day  of  January  in  eaeh  eneuiug  year  of  150/.  until  the 
sam  of  2090/.  19e.  was  paid,  the  judgment  for  that  Aum  and  interest 
should  be  satisfied,  for  an  agreemeQt  to  take  no  proceedings  on  the 
judgment  is  equivalent  to  treating  it  as  satisfied.  This  construc- 
tion of  the  memorandum  requires  that  after  the  tenth  payment  of 
150/.  there  should  be  a  further  payment  ot  90/.  19s.  made  within 
the  next  six  months.  This  is  the  construction  which  all  three 
courts  below  have  put  upon  the  memorandum. 

The  respondent  contends  that  the  true  construction  of  the  memo- 
nudum  was  that  tin^e  was  to  be  given  on  these  conditions  for  five 
years,  the  judgment  being  on  default  of  any  one  psyment  enforce- 
able for  whatever  was  still  unpaid^  with  interest  from  the  date  the 
judgment  was  ugned,  bul  that  the  interest  was  not  intended  to  be 
forgiven  at  alL 

If  this  is  the  true  eonstroetion  of  the  agreement  the  judgment 
appealed  against  is  right  and  should  be  afiirmed,  whether  the  reason 
on  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  founded  its  judgment  was  right  or 
not  I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  courts  below,  ^ho  on  this 
point  were  unanimous,  put  the  true  eenstraetion  on  the  memoran- 
dum. I  do  not  think  the  question  firee  firom  difficulty.  It  would 
have  been  easy  to  have  expressed,  in  unmistakable  words,  that  on 
payment  down  of  500/.,  and  punctual  payment  at  the  rate  of  300/. 
a  year  til)  20901.  19e.  waa  paid,  the  judgment  should  not  be 
^forced  either  for  principal  or  kiterest ;  or  language  might  have 
been  used  which  should  equally  clearly  have  expressed  that  though 
time  was  to  be  given,  interest  was  to  be  paid  in  addition  to  the 
instalments.  The  words  actually  used  are  such  that  I  think  it  is 
quite  possible  that  the  two  parties  put  a  different  construction  on 
the  words  at  the  time ;  but  I  think  the  words,  till  the  said  sum  of 
20901.  19e:  shall  have  been  fully  paid  and  satisfied"  cannot  be  con- 
strued as  meaning  till  that  sum,  with  interest  from  the  day  judg- 
ment was  signed,  shaQ  have  been  hUtj  paid  and  satisfied,"  nor  can 
the  promise  not  to  take  any  proceedings  whatever  on  the  judg- 
ment*' be  cut  down  to  meaning  any  proceedings  except  those 
necessary  to  enforce  payment  of  interest. 

I  think,  therefinre,  that  it  ia  necessary  to  consider  the  ground  on 
which  the  Court  of  Appeal  did  base  their  jut^ment,  and  to  say 
whether  the  agreement  can  be  enforced.  I  construe  it  as  accepting 
and  taking  5002.  ia  satisfiBMStion  ef  the  whole  2090/.  19s.,  subjiect 
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to  the  condition  that  unless  the  balance  of  the  principal  debt  was 
paid  by  instalments,  the  whole  might  be  enforced  with  interest.  If, 
instead  of  500Z.  in  money,  it  had  been  a  horse  valued  at  500Z.,  or 
a  promissory  note  for  5002.,  the  authorities  are  that  it  would  have 
been  a  good  satisfaction ;  but  it  is  said  to  be  otherwise,  as  it  was 
money.    This  is  a  question,  I  think,  of  difficulty. 

In  Coke  Littleton  212  b.,  Lord  Coke  says  :  Where  the  con- 
dition is  for  payment  of  202.,  the  obligor  or  feoffor  cannot  at  the  time 
appointed  pay  a  lesser  sum  in  satisfaction  of  the  whole,  because  it  is 
apparent  that  a  lesser  sum  of  money  cannot  be  a  satisfaction  of  a 
greater.  *  *  If  the  obligor  or  feoffor  pay  a  lesser  sum  either  lefore 
the  day  or  at  another  place  than  is  limited  by  the  condition,  and  the 
obHgee  or  feoffee  receiveth  it,  this  is  a  good  satisfaction."  For  this 
he  cites  PinneVs  Case,  That  was  an  action  on  a  bond  for 
162.,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  82.  10^.,  on  the  11th  of 
November  1600.  Plea  that  defendant,  at  plaintiff's  request, 
before  the  said  day,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  October,  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  52.  2%.  2c2.,  which  the  plaintiff  accepted  in  full  satis- 
faction of  the  82.  10«.  The  plaintiff  had  judgment  for  the  insuffi- 
cient pleading.  But  though  this  was  so,  Lord  Coke  reports  that  it 
was  resolved  by  the  whole  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  that  payment 
of  a  lesser  sum  on  th«  day  in  satisfaction  of  a  greater,  cannot  be  any 
satisfaction  for  the  whole,  because  it  appears  to  the  judges  that  by 
no  possibility  a  lesser  sum  can  be  a  satisfaction  to  the  plaintiff  for 
a  greater  sum :  but  the  gift  of  a  horse,  hawk,  or  robe,  &c.,  in  satis- 
faction is  good,  for  it  shall  be  intended  that  a  horse,  hawk,  or  robe, 
&c.,  might  be  more  beneficial  to  the  plaintiff  than  the  money,  in 
respect  of  some  circumstance,  or  otherwise  the  plaintiff  would  not 
have  accepted  of  it  in  satisfaction.  But  when  the  whole  sum  is  due, 
by  no  intendment  the  acceptance  of  parcel  can  be  a  satisfaction 
to  the  plaintiff ;  but  in  the  case  at  bar  it  was  resolved  that  the  pay- 
ment and  acceptance  of  parcel  before  the  day  in  satisfaction  of  the 
whole,  would  be  a  good  satisfaction  in  regard  of  circumstance  of 
time ;  for  peradventure  parcel  of  it  before  the  day  would  be  more 
beneficial  to  him  than  the  whole  at  the  day,  and  the  value  of  the 
satisfaction  is  not  material ;  so,  if  I  am  bound  in  202.  to  pay  you 
102.  at  Westminster,  and  you  request  me  to  pay  you  52.  at  the  day 
at  York,  and  you  will  accept  in  full  satisfaction  for  the  whole  102., 
it  is  a  good  satisfaction  for  the  whole,  for  tho  expenses  to  pay  it  at 
York  is  sufficient  satisfaction.*' 
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There  are  two  things  here  resolved.  First,  that  where  a  matter 
paid  and  accepted  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  certain,  might  by  any 
possibility  be  more  beneficial  to  the  creditor  than  his  debt,  the  court 
will  not  inquire  into  the  adequacy  of  the  consideration.  If  the 
creditor,  without  any  fraud,  accepted  it  in  satisfaction  when  it  was 
not  a  sufficient  satisfaction,  it  was  his  own  fault  And  that  pay- 
ment before  the  day  might  be  more  beneficial,  and  consequently 
that  the  plea  was  in  substance  good,  and  this  must  have  been  decided 
in  the  case. 

There  is  a  second  point  stated  to  have  been  resolved,  viz. : That 
payment  of  a  lesser  sum  on  the  day  cannot  be  any  satisfaction  of  the 
vhole,  because  it  appears  to  the  judges  that  by  no  possibility  a 
lesser  sum  can  be  a  satisfaction  to  the  plaintiff*  for  a  greater  sum.*' 
This  was  certainly  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case ;  but 
though  the  resolution  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  only  a 
dictum,  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  Lord  Coke  deliberately  adopted 
the  dictum,  and  the  great  weight  of  his  authority  makes  it  neces- 
sary to  be  cautious  before  saying  that  what  he  deliberately  adopted 
as  law  was  a  mistake ;  and  though  I  cannot  find  that  in  any  subse- 
quent case  this  dictum  has  been  made  the  ground  of  the  decision, 
except  in  Fitch  v.  Stttton^  5  East  230,  as  to  which  I  shall  make 
some  remarks  later;  and  in  Doum  v.  Hateher^  10  A.  &  E.  121, 
as  to  which  Parke,  B.,  in  Cooper  v.  Parker^  16  C.  B.  828,  said: 
"Whenever  the  question  may  arise  as  to  whether  Down  v.  Hatcher 
is  good  law,  I  should  have  a  great  deal  to  say  against  it,*'  yet  there 
certainly  are  cases  in  which  great  judges  have  treated  the  dictum  in 
Pinners  Casey  6  Rep.  117  a.,  as  good  law. 
For  instance,  in  Sibree  v.  IVipp,  15  M.  &  W.  33,  Parke,  B.,  says : 
It  is  clear  if  the  claim  be  a  liquidated  and  ascertained  sum,  pay- 
ment of  part  cannot  be  satisfaction  of  the  whole,  although  it  may, 
under  certain  circumstances,  be  evidence  of  a  gift  of  the  remainder.** 
And  Alderson,  B.,  in  the  same  case  says :  It  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  payment  of  a  portion  of  a  liquidated  demand,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  whole  liquidated  demand  which  ought  to  be  paid,  is  payment 
only  in  part,  because  it  is  not  one  bargain,  but  two ;  viz.,  payment 
of  part,  and  an  agreement  without  consideration  to  give  up  the 
residue.  The  court  might  very  well  have  held  the  contrary,  and 
have  left  the  matter  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  but  undoubtedly 
the  law  is  so  settled.**  After  such  strong  expressions  of  opinion,' 
I  donbt  much  whether  any  judge  sitting  in  a  court  of  the  first 
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instance  would  be  justified  in  treating  the  question  as  open.  But 
as  this  has  very  seldom,  if  at  all,  been  the  ground  of  the  decision 
even  in  a  court  of  the  first  instance,  and  certainly  never  been  the 
ground  of  a  decision  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  still  less 
in  this  house,  I  did  think  it  open  in  your  lordship's  house  to 
reconsider  this  question.  And,  notwithstanding  the  very  high 
authority  of  Lord  Cokb,  I  think  it  is  not  the  fact  that  to  accept 
prompt  payment  of  a  part  only  of  a  liquidated  demand,  can  never 
be  more  beneficial  than  to  insist  on  payment  of  the  whole.  And, 
if  it  be  not  the  fact,  it  cannot  be  apparent  to  the  judges. 

I  will  first  examine  the  authorities.  If  a  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  the  plaintiff  could  join  issue  at  once,  and,  if  the  case 
was  not  defended,  get  his  verdict  at  the  next  assizes.  But  by 
pleading  a  special  plea,  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  reply,  and  the 
defendant  often  caused  the  plaintiff,  merely  by  the  delay  occasioned 
by  replying,  to  lose  an  assize.  If  the  replication  was  one  to  which 
he  could  demur,  he  made  this  sure.  Strangely  enough,  it  seems 
long  to  have  been  thought  that  if  the  defendant  kept  within  reason- 
able bounds,  neither  he  nor  his  lawyers  were  to  blame  in  getting 
time  in  this  way  by  a  sham  plea, — that  a  chattel  was  given  and  ac- 
cepted in  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  The  recognised  forms  were  giving 
and  accepting  in  satisfaction  a  beaver  hat  {Young  v.  Mudd^  5  Mod. 
86),  or  a  pipe  of  wine.  All  this  is  now  antiquated.  But  whilst  it  con- 
tinued to  be  the  practice,  the  plea  founded  on  the  first  part  of  the 
resolution  in  Pinnd'%  Case  were  very  common,  and  that  law  was 
perfectly  trite.  No  one  for  a  moment  supposed  that  a  beaver  hat 
was  really  given  and  accepted ;  but  every  one  knew  that  the  law 
was  that  if  it  was  really  given  and  accepted,  it  was  a  good  satisfac- 
tion. But  special  pleas,  founded  on  the  other  resolution  in  PinneVs 
CasCj  on  what  I  have  ventured  to  call  the  dictum,  were  certainly 
not  common.  I  doubt  if  a  real  defence  of  this  sort  was  ever 
specially  pleaded.  When  there  really  was  a  question  as  to  whether 
a  debt  was  satisfied  by  a  payment  of  a  smaller  sum,  the  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  if  it  was  proved  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  jury  that  a  smaller  sum  had  been  paid  and  accepted  in  satis- 
fi&ction  of  a  greater,  if  objection  was  raised  the  jury  might,  perhaps, 
as  suggested  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Thomas  v.  Heathom^  2  B.  & 
C.  482,  find  that  the  circumstances  were  such  that  the  legal  effect 
was  to  be  as  if  the  whole  was  paid  down  and  a  portion  thrown 
back  as  a  God's-penny.    This,  however,  seems  to  mo  to  be  an 
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unntisfactory  and  artificial  way  of  avoiding  the  effect  of  the  dictum, 
and  it  could  not  be  applied  to  such  an  agreement  as  that  now  before 
this  house. 

For  whatever  reason  it  was,  I  know  of  no  case  in  which  the 
question  was  raised  whether  a  payment  of  a  lesser  sum  could  be 
satis&ction  of  a  liquidated  demand,  from  Pinners  Case  down  to 
Cumber  v.  Wane^  5  Geo.  I.,  a  period  of  one  hundred  and  fifteen 
years. 

In  Adams  Tapling,  4  Mod.  88,  where  the  plea  was  bad  for 
many  other  reasons,  it  is  reported  to  have  been  said  by  the  court, 
that :  In  covenant  where  the  damages  are  uncertain,  and  to  be 
recovered,  as  in  this  case,  a  leaser  thing  may  be  done  in  satisfac- 
tion, and  there  *  accord  and  satisfaction'  is  a  good  plea."  No 
doabt,  this  was  one  of  the  cases  which  Parks,  B.,  would  have  cited 
in  support  of  his  opinion,  that  Dotm  v.  Hatcher  was  not  good  law. 
The  court  are  said  to  have  gone  on  to  recognise  the  dictum  in  Pin- 
neCs  Oase^  or  at  least  not  to  dissent  from  it,  but  it  was  not  the 
ground  of  their  decision.  In  every  other  reported  case  which  I 
ha?e  seen  the  question  arose  on  a  demurrer  to  a  replication  to  what 
was  obviously  a  sham  or  dilatory  plea. 

Some  doubt  has  been  made  as  to  what  the  pleadings  in  Cumber 
V.  Warn  really  were.  I  have  obtained  the  record.  The  plea  is, 
that  after  the  promises  aforesaid,  and  before  the  issuing  of  the 
writ,  it  was  agreed  between  the  said  George  and  Edward  Cumber, 
that  he,  the  said  George,  ^^daret  eidem  Edwardo  Cumber  quandm 
notam  in  script  vocatam  *  a  promissory  note,*  manu  propria  ipsiw 
Gecrgii  subscript  pr.  solucojh  eidem  Edwardo  Cumber  vel  ordini 
quinque  librarum^**  fourteen  days  after  date,  in  full  satisfaction  and 
exoneration  of  the  premises  and  promises,  which  said  note  in 
writing  the  said  George  then  gave  to  the  said  Edward  Cumber,  and 
the  said  Edward  Cumber  then  and  there  received  from  the  said 
George  the  said  note  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  premises 
and  promises. 

The  replication  is  that,  the  said  George  did  not  give  to  him, 
Edward,  any  note  in  writing  called  a  promissory  note,  with  the 
hand  of  him,  George,  subscribed  for  the  payment  to  him,  Edward, 
or  his  order  of  5{.,  fourteen  days  after  date,  in  full  satisfaction  and 
disdiarge  of  the  premises  and  promises."  To  this  there  is  a  de- 
murrer and  judgment  in  the  Common  Pleas  for  the  plaintiff  that 
the  replication  was  good  in  law." 
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The  Reporter,  oddly  enough,  says  there  was  an  immaterial  replica- 
tion. The  effect  of  the  replication  is  to  put  in  issue  the  substance  of 
the  defence,  namely,  the  giving  in  satisfaction  :  Young  v.  Rjidd,  5 
Mod.  86,  and  certainly  that  was  not  immaterial.  But  for  some 
reason,  I  do  not  stop  to  inquire  what,  Pratt,  C.  J.,  prefers  to  base 
the  judgment  affirming  that  of  the  Common  Pleas  on  the  supposed 
badness  of  the  plea  rather  than  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  replication. 
It  is  impossible  to  doubt  that  the  note,  which  it  is  averred  in  the 
plea  was  given  as  satisfaction,  was  a  negotiable  note.  And,  there- 
fore, this  case  is  in  direct  conflict  with  Sibree  v.  Tripp, 

Two  cases  require  to  be  carefully  considered.  The  first  is  Heath- 
cote  V.  Orookshanks^  2  T.  R.  24.  The  plea  there  pleaded  would, 
I  think,  now  be  held  perfectly  good,  see  Norman  v.  ThompBon^  4 
Ex.  755  ;  but  Bullbr,  J.,  seems  to  have  thought  otherwise.  He 
says,  "  thirdly,  it  was  said  that  all  the  creditors  were  bound  by 
this  agreement  to  forbear,  but  that  is  not  stated  by  the  plea.  It  is 
only  alleged  that  they  agreed  to  take  a  certain  proportion,  but  that 
is  a  nudum  pactum,  unless  they  had  afterwards  accepted  it.  In 
the  case  in  which  Cumber  v.  Wane  was  denied  to  be  law  {Hard- 
castle  V.  Howard,  26  Geo.  III.,  B.  R.),  the  party  actually  accepted. 
But  as  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  case  refused  to  take  less  than 
the  whole  demand,  the  plea  is  clearly  bad." 

That  decision  goes  entirely  on  the  ground  that  accord  without 
satisfaction  is  not  a  plea.  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  fairly  said  that 
BuLLER,  J.,  meant  by  saying  that  is  a  nudum  pactum,  unless 
they  had  afterwards  accepted  it,"  to  express  an  opinion  that  if  the 
dividend  had  been  accepted  it  would  have  been  a  good  satisfaction. 
But  he  certainly  expresses  no  opinion  the  other  way. 

In  Fitch  V.  Sutton^  5  East  230,  not  only  did  the  plaintiff  not 
accept  the  payment  of  the  dividend  in  satisfaction,  but  refused 
to  accept  it  at  all,  unless  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  him  the 
balance  when  of  ability,  and  the  defendant  assented  and  made 
the  promise  required,  so  that  but  for  the  fact  that  other  cred- 
itors were  parties  to  the  composition  there  could  have  been  no 
defence.  There  was  no  point  of  pleading  in  that  case,  the  whole 
being  open  under  the  general  issue.  And  in  Steinman  v.  Maff- 
nus,  11  East  390,  it  was  pretty  well  admitted  by  Lord 
Ellenborough,  that  the  decision  in  Fitch  v.  Sutton  would  have 
been  the  other  way,  if  they  had  understood  the  evidence  as  the 
Reporter  did.    But  though  this  misapprehension  of  the  judges  as 
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to  the  facts,  and  the  absence  of  any  acceptance  of  the  dividend, 
greatl;  weaken  the  weight  of  Fitch  y.  Sutton^  still  it  remains  that 
Lord  Ellenbobouoh,  a  very  great  judge  indeed,  did,  however 
hasty  or  unnecessary  it  may  have  been  to  express  such  an  opinion, 
say,  It  is  impossible  to  contend  that  acceptance  of  172.  10«.  is  an 
eitlDguishment  of  a  debt  of  50Z.  There  must  be  some  considera- 
tion for  the  relinquishment  of  the  residue ;  something  collateral,  to 
show  a  possibility  of  benefit  to  the  party  relinquishing  his  further 
claim,  otherwise  the  agreement  is  nudum  pactum.  But  the  mere 
promise  to  pay  the  rest  when  of  ability  put  the  plaintiff  in  no  better 
condition  than  he  was  before.  It  was  expressly  determined  in 
Qwnher  v.  Tfane,  that  acceptance  of  a  security  for  a  lesser  sum 
cannot  be  pleaded  in  satisfaction  of  a  similar  security  for  a  greater. 
And  thoagh  that  case  was  said  by  me  in  argument  in  Heathcoie  v. 
Oroohhanks,  to  have  been  denied  to  be  law,  and  in  confirmation 
of  that,  BuLLER,  J.,  afterwards  referred  to  a  case,  stated  to  bo 
that  of  Hardcaatle  v.  Howard^  26  Geo.  III.,  yet  I  cannot  find  any 
case  of  that  sort,  and  none  has  been  now  referred  to ;  on  the  con- 
trary the  decision  in  Cumber  v.  Wancy  is  directly  supported  by  the 
authority  of  PinneVs  Casey  which  never  appears  to  have  been 
questioned. 

I  must  observe  that,  whether  Cumber  v.  Wane  was  or  was  not 
denied  to  be  law  in  ffardcastle  v.  Howard^  it  certainly  was  denied 
to  be  law  in  Sibree  v.  Tripp,  and  that,  though  it  is  quite  true  that 
PinneFi  Casey  as  far  as  regards  the  points  actually  raised  in  the 
case,  has  not  only  never  been  questioned,  but  is  often  assented  to, 
I  am  not  aware  that  in  any  case  before  Fitch  v.  Sutton,  unless  it 
be  Cumber  v.  Wane,  has  that  part  of  it  which  I  venture  to  call  the 
dictum  ever  been  acted  upon ;  and  as  I  have  pointed  out,  had  it  not 
been  for  the  composition  with  other  creditors,  there  could  have  been 
DO  defence  in  FUch  v.  Sutton^  whether  the  dictum  in  PinneVe  Case 
was  right  or  wrong. 

Still  this  is  an  authority,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  on  the 
ground  of  this  authority,  and  the  adhesion  of  Baylet,  J.,  to  it  in 
Tlwmas  v.  Heathomy  that  Barons  Parke  and  Alderson  expressed 
themselves  as  they  did  in  the  passages  I  have  cited  from  Sibree  v. 

And  I  think  that  their  expressions  justify  Mr.  John 
William  Smith  in  laying  it  down  as  he  does  in  his  note  to  Cumber 

Wane,  in  the  second  edition  of  his  Leading  Cases,  that,  "a  liqui- 
^ted  and  undisputed  money  demand,  of  which  the  day  of  pay- 
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ment  is  passed  (not  founded  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
note),  cannot  even  with  the  consent  of  the  creditor  be  discharged 
by  mere  payment  by  the  debtor  of  a  smaller  amount  in  money  in 
the  same  manner  as  he  was  bound  to  pay  the  whole."  I  am  inclined 
to  think  that  this  was  settled  in  a  court  of  the  first  instance.  I 
think,  however,  that  it  was  originally  a  mistake. 

What  principally  weighs  with  me  in  thinking  that  Lord  CoKE 
made  a  mistake  of  fact  is  my  conviction  that  all  men  of  business, 
whether  merchants  or  tradesmen,  do  every  day  recognise  and  act 
on  the  ground  that  prompt  payment  of  a  part  of  their  demand  may 
be  more  beneficial  to  them  than  it  would  be  to  insist  on  their  rights 
and  enforce  payment  of  the  whole.  Even  where  the  debtor  is  per- 
fectly solvent,  and  sure  to  pay  at  last.,  this  often  is  so.  Where  the 
credit  of  the  debtor  is  doubtful  it  must  be  more  so.  I  had  per- 
suaded myself  that  there  was  no  such  long-continued  action  on  this 
dictum  as  to  render  it  improper  in  this  house  to  reconsider  the 
question.  I  had  written  my  reasons  for  so  thinking ;  but  as  they 
were  not  satisfactory  to  the  other  noble  and  learned  lords  who  heard 
the  case,  I  do  not  repeat  them  nor  persist  in  them. 

I  assent  to  the  judgment  proposed,  though  it  is  not  that  which  I 
had  originally  thought  proper. 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Concurring  opinions  were  delivered  by  Lords  Watson  and 
Fitzgerald.^ 

1  See  note  to  Goddard  v.  O^Brien,  21  Am.  Law  Reg.  (N.  S.)  639. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Masaachusetta. 

DODD  V,  JONES. 

A  contract  to  assign  an  insurance  policy  to  the  purchaser  of  the  insured  property 
18  a  contract  of  sale,  and  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  thereof  is  only  that 
amount  necessary  to  procure  a  policy  for  the  remainder  of  the  time  it  had  to  run, 
not  the  Yaluc  of  the  house,  which  burned  down  while  the  promisee  relied  upon  the 
fulfilment  of  the  contract  and  neglected  to  insure. 

Action  of  contract  to  recover  for  the  non-assignment  of  a  certain 
fire  insurance  policy.  The  facts  appear  in  the  opinion.  At  the 
trial  below  the  verdict  was  for  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $5.94,  the 
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amount  it  would  have  cost  to  procure  insurance  for  the  unexpired 
term  of  the  policy.    Plaintiff  excepted. 

A.  L  Murray  and  D,  F,  Kimball,  for  plaintiff. 

K  C.  GUmanj  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Allen,  J. — The  defendant  sold  a  house  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
agreed  to  assign  to  her  a  policy  of  insurance  he  held  upon  it.  He 
did  not  a.ssign  it,  although  several  times  requested  by  the  plaintiff, 
but  promised  to  do  so,  and  gave  some  excuse  for  not  having  done 
it.  The  plaintiflF  procured  no  insurance  upon  the  hous^.  Nearly 
six  months  after  the  conveyance  of  the  house  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
about  three  weeks  after  the  last  demand  upon  the  defendant  for  an 
assignment,  the  house  was  injured  by  fire. 

The  plaintiff  declares  in  contract  upon  the  agreement  to  assign 
the  policy,  alleging  that  it  became  void  by  reason  of  the  neglect  of 
the  defendant  to  perform  his  agreement,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  insurance,  and  seeks  to  recover  the 
amount  that  might  have  been  recovered  upon  the  policy  for  the  loss 
by  fire.  At  the  trial  the  court  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recoTer  for  damages  resulting  from  the  burning  of  the  house,  nor 
for  other  damages  more  than  it  would  have  cost  to  procure  insur- 
ance for  the  unexpired  term  of  the  policy.  The  instructions  given 
were  clearly  correct. 

The  agreement  was  not  a  contract  of  insurance  but  of  sale ;  and 
the  measure  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  it  was  the  value  of  the 
thing  sold.  A  sum  that  would  procure  a  similar  policy,  and  thus 
place  the  plaintiff  in  the  position  she  would  have  been  in  had  there 
been  no  breach  of  the  contract,  would  indemnify  her,  and  she  can- 
not elect  to  go  without  insurance  and  hold  the  defendant  as  insurer. 
Damages  resulting  from  the  burning  of  the  building  are  not  the 
direct  and  natural  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  defendant's 
contract,  and  could  not  have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  as 
included  in  it.  The  natural  consequences  of  the  failure  of  the 
defendant  to  perform  his  contract  would  be  that  the  plaintiff  would 
procure  another  policy  of  insurance,  and  she  cannot  charge  the 
defendant  with  the  consequences  of  her  neglect  to  do  that:  Loker 
V.  Damm,  17  Pick.  284 ;  Miller  v.  Mariners'  Church,  7  Greenl. 
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51 ;  Grindle  v.  Hastem  Uxpresa  Co.,  67  Me.  317 ;  Hoadley  v. 
Northern  Tramportation  Co.,  115  Mass.  304. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


There  is  a  broad  distinction  between 
the  measure  of  damages  for  a  tort  and  for 
breach  of  contract.  **  The  wrongdoer," 
says  Judge  Sutherland,  (I  Damages 
74),  "is  answerable  for  all  the  in- 
jurious consequences  of  his  tortious  act, 
which  according  to  the  usual  course  of 
events  and  the  general  experience,  were 
likely  to  ensue,  and  which  therefore 
when  the  act  was  committed  he  may 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  foreseen 
and  anticipated.  But  for  breaches  of 
contract  the  parties  are  not  chargeable 
with  damages  on  this  principle.  What- 
ever foresight  at  the  time  of  a  breach  the 
defaulting  party  may  have,  of  the  prob- 
able consequences,  be  is  not  generally 
held  for  that  reason  to  any  greater  re- 
sponsibility ;  he  is  liaWe  only  for  the 
direct  consequences  of  the  breach  ;  such 
as  usually  occur  from  the  breach  of  such 
a  contract,  and  such  as  were  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  when  the 
contract  was  entered  into,  as  likely  to 
result  from  a  breach  :  Hadhy  v.  Box- 
endalej  9  Exch.  341  ;  Candee  v.  Western 
U.  Tel.  Co.,  34  Wis.  479. 

Thus  on  failure  to  give  a  lease  and 
possession  in  accordance  therewith  as 
agreed,  heldy  that  damages  could  not  be 
recovered  for  injuries  to  goods  packed 
up  and  stored  to  await  possession,  nor 
for  profits  lost  while  they  were  so  packed 
and  withlield  from  exposure  for  sale. 
This  was  on  the  ground  that  the  breach 
did  not  necessarily  prevent  a  sale  or 
result  in  injury  by  storage  in  an  im- 
proper place :  Lowenstein  v.  Chappell, 
30  Barb.  421.  See  also  Homer  v.  Wood, 
1 5  Barb.  37 1 ;  Cuddy  v.  Major,  1 9  Mich. 
368 ;  Masterton  v.  Mayor ^  7  Hill.  61  ; 
Story  V.  N.  Y.  Railroad  Co.,  6  N.  Y. 
85  ;  Bridges  v.  Stickney,  38  Me.  361  ; 
Barruinl  v,  /bor,  21  Pick.  378  ;  Fox  v, 
Harding,  7  Cush.  516;   Clare  v.  May- 


nard,  6  Ad.  &  El.  519;  Walker  v. 
Moore,  10  B.  &  C.  416;  Lawrence  v. 
Wardwell,  6  Barb.  423;  Williams 
v.  Reynolds,  6  B.  &  S.  493  ;  Harper  v. 
Miller,  27  Ind.  277  ;  WaUh  v.  Odcago, 
4rc.,  Railroad  Co.,  42  Wis.  23;  Brown 
V.  C,  M,  ^  St.  P.  Railroad  Co.,  Wis. 
L.  News,  Feb.  2,  1882  ;  Griffin  v.  Col- 
rer,  16  N.  Y.  489  ;  Alder  v.  Keighley, 
15  M.  &  W.  117  ;  Hammer  v.  Schoen- 
/elder,  47  Wis.  455  ;  Mcasmore  v.  N. 
Y.  S.  i-  L.  Co.,  40  N.  Y.  422. 

But  while  one  who  breaks  a  contract 
is  not  liable  for  remote  or  speculative 
damages,  although  susceptible  of  proof, 
or  deducible  from  his  non-performance, 
he  is  liable  for  damages  directly  resulting 
from  his  breach,  and  which  may  be  con- 
templated or  presumed  likely  to  result 
therefrom  :  Miller  v.  Mariners^  Church, 
7  Me.  51  ;  True  v.  International  Tel. 
Co.,  60  Me.  9,  25  ;  Bartlett  v.  W.  U. 
Tel.  Co.,  62  Me.  209.  Thus  where  in 
consequence  of  the  unreasonable  delay 
of  a  carrier  in  delivering  plaintifTs  ac- 
count against  a  third  person,  it  became 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the 
carrier  was  held  liable  for  the  amount  of 
the  account :  Favor  v.  Philbrick,  5  N. 
H.  358.  Where  an  express  company 
received  from  plaintiff  a  promissory  note 
against  a  third  person  which  they  agreed 
to  collect  of  the  maker,  but  during  the 
company's  negligent  delay  in  pressing 
the  collection,  the  maker  failed  and  the 
note  became  worthless,  the  company 
were  held  for  the  amount  of  the  note  : 
Knapp  V.  U.  S.  fr  C.  Ex.  Co.,  55  N. 
H.  348  ;  Parks  v.  Alta  Cal.  Tel.  Co., 
13Cal.  422;  Bryant  v.  Am.  Tel.  Co., 
1  Daly  575.  And  while  the  loss  of 
another's  money  received  for  transporta- 
tion  by  a  carrier,  without  reasonable 
knowledge  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
sent  will  lay  the  carrier  under  obligation 
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merelj  (o  refand  the  principal  sum  with 
iDterest ;  still  when  it  is  seasfmably  sent 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  paying  the 
sender's  premium  on  his  life  policy  which 
wiliUpseif  the  money  be  not  paid  at 
the  particular  time  and  the  carrier  is 
reasoDftbly  informed  in  relation  to  the 
premises,  and  has  a  reasonable  time  to 
perform  the  duty  undertaken,  but  neg- 
ligently failfl  to  perform  it,  the  law 
will  justly   hold    him    primarily  at 
least  for  the  net  value  of  the  policy 
which  lapsed  in  consoquenee  of  hia  neg- 
ligence. From  their  knowledge  of  the 
special  drcnmstances  both  parties  must 
be  presumed  to  have  contemplated  such 
eonseqaenoes  when  the  money  was  de- 
posited with  the  carrier  :    GrindU  v. 
EatUm  Ex,  Co.,  €7  Me.  317.    But  this 
rule  is  limited  by  another.     The  law 
makes  it  incumbent  upon  a  person  for 
whose  injury  another  is  responsible,  to 
Qse  ordinary  care  aad  take  all  reasonable 
measures  within  his    knowledge  and 
power,  to  sToid  the  loss  and  render  the 
consequences  as  light  as  may  be.  It  will 
not  permit  him  to  recover  for  losses  that 
sach  care  and  means  might  have  pre- 
Tented :  Loker  v,  Damon,  17  Pick.  284  ; 
FreacftT.  Vining^  102  Mass.  132  ;  East- 
«n  T.  Savhom,  3  Allen  594  ;  Sherman 
Fall  AVer  /.  Works,  2  Id.  524  ;  Scott 
T.  Bostm,  ^c, Steamboat  Co,,  106  Mass. 

^uherhnd  v.  Wyer,  67  Me.  69  ; 
llmikon  V.  McPherson,  28  N.  Y.  72, 
;  MUton  v.  Hudson  R.  S.  Co.,  37  Id. 
210  ;  Maiker  v.  Bntler  Co.,  28  la.  253  ; 
T.  Ktokvk,  34  Id.  568. 
How,  as  suggested  in  the  principal  case 
ttd  the  Grindell  Cases,  supra,  some  insur- 
ance companies  are  accustomed  to  rein- 
state the  assured  without  expense,  in  case 
^  wcidental  lapse,  especially  when  the 
Po*'<7  has  nm  but  a  short  time.  All  of 
them  will  re-insnre  on  payment  of  a  pre- 
mium hased  on  increased  age,  if,  on  re- 
•^ination,  the  health  of  the  assured 
^^'^i  nnirapaired.  It  is  incumbent 
^  assnred  to  protect  himself  from 
^    procuring  reinstatement  or  rcin- 
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snrancc,  if  ho  has  a  reasonable  time  and 
opportunity  to  do  so.  Of  course,  should 
he  die  so  quickly  after  the  lapse  of  the 
policy  that  he  had  not  a  rea.«onable  time 
or  opportunity  to  protect  himself  from 
loss  by  the  lapue,  then,  probably,  tlie 
person  causing  the  loss  would  be  liable 
for  the  full  amount  of  the  policy.  These 
views  apply,  in  substance,  to  lire  as  well 
as  life  insurance. 

Perhaps  the  most  interesting  applica- 
tion of  the  rule  that  a  party  injured  by 
breach  of  contract  must  use  reasonable 
diligence  to  protect  himself  from  loss, 
and  can  only  recover  damages  for  such 
injury  as  he  can  not,  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  diligence,  prevent,  is  to  the 
case  of  a  broker  who  buys  or  sells  for  a 
customer  stocks  or  grain  upon  future  de- 
livery, and  wrongfully  closes  out  the 
*•  deal "  to  the  injury  of  the  customer. 
For  example,  a  broker  buys  100,000 
bushels  of  grain  to  be  delivered  to  him 
for  his  customer  within  sixty  days — 
whenever  called  for.  The  customer 
keeps  his  margins  good,  but  the  broker 
wrongfully  sells  him  out.  Here  the 
broker  has  been  holding  for  his  customer 
not  an  insurance  policy,  but  a  contract 
of  sale  of  grain  for  future  delivery.  His 
agreement  with  his  customer  is  to  hold 
this  contract  until  the  time  expires  or 
the  customer  directs  him  to  dispose  of 
it;  providing,  of  course,  that  ample 
margins  are  deposited.  He  has  wrong- 
fully disposed  of  that  contract,  to  the 
loss  of  his  customer's  possible  profits. 
What  is  tlie  measure  of  damages  ?  The 
amount  of  the  margins  f  The  value  of 
the  grain,  or  the  value  of  the  contract 
to  deliver  it  ? 

In  Illinois  a  party  employed  another 
to  purchase  a  quantity  of  grain  for  him 
and  to  advance  the  money  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  to  sell  the  same  as  directed, 
the  former  depositing  with  the  latter  a 
sum  of  money  to  secure  him  against  loss 
in  advancing  the  means  to  make  the 
purchase,  in  case  the  price  of  grain 
should  decline  before  it  was  sold.  The 
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party  making  the  purchase  did  not  obey 
instructions  in  making  the  sale  of  the 
grain,  but  sold  at  a  loss.  It  was  de- 
cided that  the  money  deposited  as  an 
indemnity  could  be  recovered  under  the 
common  counts  in  assumpsit ;  it  was  not 
necessary  to  declare  on  the  special  con- 
tract which  had  been  yiolatcd,  as  noth- 
ing remained  to  be  done  under  it.  The 
party  making  the  purchase  having  dis- 
obeyed instructions  in  making  the  sale, 
he  thereby  lost  his  lien  upon  the  money 
deposited  with  him  as  an  indemnity 
ns:ainst  loss  :  Jones  v.  Marhsy  40  111. 
314.  Oldershaw  v.  Knmvles,  1 01  111. 
'll7,  appears  to  be  to  the  same  effect, 
while  in  Denton  v,  Jackson^  106  111.  433, 
it  is  decided  that  in  case  of  a  wrongful 
sale  by  the  broker  he  will  be  bound  to 
'*  make  good  '*  the  purchaser's  loss,  and 
**  sucli  purchaser  may  in  such  case  re- 
cover of  him  the  full  amount  deposited 
as  margins.**  In  each  of  these  cases  the 
action  appears  to  have  been  assumpsit 
for  money  had  and  received,  designed 
simply  to  recover  the  margins,  without 
reference  to  any  possible  profits  that 
might  have  resulted  had  the  "deal*' 
been  kept  open.  It  is  noteworthy,  too, 
that  there  is  no  discussion  by  the  court 
as  to  what  is  the  proper  measure  of  dam- 
ages in  either  of  the  cases. 

Here  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
amount  of  margins  put  up.  But  there 
are  several  considerations  which  make 
tiiis  appear  somewhat  inequitable.  For 
example,  suppose  the  broker,  on  behalf 
of  the  customer,  had  agreed  to  buy 
100,000  bushels  of  wheat,  to  be  deliv- 
ered in  three  months,  and  paid  for  at 
one  dollar  per  bushel.  Suppose  that 
wheat  declines  to  ninety  cents  in  thirty 
days,  thereby  necessitating  the  customer 
to  put  up  as  margins  $10,000,  which  he 
docs,  but  is,  notwithstanding,  **  closed 
out**  by  his  broker.  This  act  of  the 
broker  is  wrongful,  and,  according  to 
the  foregoing  decisions,  ho  is  liable  to 
his  customer  for  the  $10,000.  But  sup- 
pose that,  throughout  the  remainder  of 


the  three  months,  wheat  steadily  de- 
clines until  it  reaches  seventy-five  cents 
per  bushel.  This  decline  would  have 
compelled  the  customer  to  "put  np" 
$15,000  more— $25,000,  in  all—which 
would  have  been  lost  when  the  time  for 
delivery  expired.  In  such  a  case  as 
this,  the  "  wrongful  **  act  of  the  broker 
would,  instead  of  producing  a  loss, 
really  work  a  benefit— a  saving,  of 
$15,000.  Is  he,  nevertheless,  to  be 
mulcted  in  $10,000  damages  ?  If  a 
rule  of  damages  is  sound,  that  will  pro- 
duce such  a  result  as  this,  there  would 
seem  to  be  something  of  truth  in  the 
remark  of  Mcpliistopheles,  in  Faust, 
that  Reason  is  nonsense ;  Right,  an 
impudent  suggestion.*'  It  may  be 
questioned,  too,  whether  money  had 
and  received  lies  in  such  a  case.  Chitty 
writes  thus  :  •*  But  the  count  for  money 
had  and  received  is  not  maintainable,  if 
a  contract  has  been  in  part  performed 
and  the  plaintiff  has  derived  some  benefit, 
and  by  recovering  a  verdict  the  parties 
cannot  be  placed  in  the  exact  situation 
in  which  they  originally  were  when  the 
contract  was  entered  into:**  1  Plead- 
ings 355.  This  proposition  of  law  is 
sustained  by  the  cases  of  Hunt  v.  Silk, 
5  East  449,  and  Beed  v.  Blandford,  2 
Young  k  J.  278.  Now,  in  the  case 
supposed,  would  a  judgment  for  $10,000 
— the  amount  of  the  margins  lost — place 
the  parties  in  statu  quo?  Clearly  it 
would  not ;  because  the  broker's  con- 
tract with  his  customer  to  keep  the  deal 
open  for  him  has  been  partly  performed. 
The  customer  has  for  thirty  days  derived 
the  benefit  of  having  control  of  the  pro- 
perty and  all  possibility  of  a  rise  in  the 
market  during  thirty  days'  time.  The 
broker  would  not,  by  the  judgment,  he 
restored  to  the  control  of  the  wheat  dur- 
ing the  thirty  days  it  was  controlled  by 
his  customer,  nor  would  any  equivalent 
for  the  loss  of  this  thirty  days*  control 
be  given  the  broker.  And  if  he  had 
had  control  he  could,  perhaps,  have  sold 
and  saved  himself  from  all,  or  part,  at 
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least,  of  &e  loss  by  the  decline.  And 
when  the  broker  **  closed  cat"  the 
"deal"  he  did  not  keep  the  $10,000 
mu^ginB.  Thej  were  paid  to  the  other 
partj  to  the  transaction — the  man  from 
irbom  the  wheat  was  bought.  If,  now, 
the  broker  psys  the  $10,000  judgment 
against  him,  instead  of  being  left  in 
statu  qvo,  he  will  have  lost  a  large  snm 
of  money.  "  By  recovering  a  verdict  '* 
for  1 10,000  the  parties  will  by  no  means 
"  be  phuxd  in  the  exact  situation  in 
which  they  originally  were  when  the 
contract  was  entered  into.' *  How,  then, 
will  the  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
oeired  lie,  according  to  Ghitty's  rule  in 
snchacase? 

Markkm  v.  Jaudon  (decided  in  New 
York  in  1869),  41  N.Y.  235,  laid  down 
a  different  measure  of  damages.  That 
was  a  case  where  die  defendants,  stock- 
brokers, at  the  request  of  plaintiff,  and 
for  him,  bat  in  their  own  names  and 
with  their  own  funds,  purchased  certain 
stocks,  he  depositing  with  them  a  *'  mar- 
gin" of  ten  per  cent.,  which  was  to  be 
"kept  good,"  they  "carrying"  the 
stocks  for  him.  It  was  decided,  two 
jndgcB,  6bov£B  and  Woodruff,  dis- 
Mnting,  that  the  legal  relation  created 
between  the  parties  by  this  transaction 
^  neeessarily  that  of  pledgor  and 
pledgees,  the  stock  purchased  being  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  effect 
pledged  to  the  defendants  as  security  for 
the  repayment  of  the  advances  made  by 
^  in  the  purchase ;  and  that  a  sale  of 
SQch  stock  by  them  except  upon  judicial 
proceedings,  or  after  a  demand  upon  him 
for  the  repayment  of  such  advanced  and 
wmmissions,  and  a  reasonable  personal 
'notice  to  him  of  their  intention  to  make 
sale,  in  case  of  default  in  pay- 
specifving  the  time  and  place  of 
a  wrongful  conversion  by  them 
^  property  of  the  plaintiff.  jSeW, 
Mher^  that  in  an  action  by  the 
i^«iff  against  defendants  for  dam- 
On  account  of  such  conversion, 
^  Proper   measnre  of  recovery  was 


the  highest  market  price  between  the 
time  of  the  conversion  and  the  trial 
(citing  Romaine  v.  X//«n,  26  N.  Y.  309; 
Scott  V.  Roger$t  31  Id.  676  ;  Burt  v. 
DtUcher,  84  Id.  493.)  This  was  treat- 
ing the  broker's  conduct  in  the  light  of  a 
tort  rather  than  as  a  mere  breach  of  an 
implied  contract  to  buy  certain  stocks 
and  hold  ttiem  for  the  benefit  of  the  cus- 
tomer so  long  as  the  latter  should  desire, 
and  keep  his  '*  margins"  good. 

Another  case  giving  what  appears  to 
be  a  sounder  view  of  this  subject  is 
Baker  v.  Drake,  53  N.  Y.  211.  The 
New  York  comt  had  in  several  cases  ex- 
pressed its  willingness  to  re-examine  its 
ruling  in  Markhem  v.  Jaudon^  41  )H»  Y. 
235.  In  Mathews  v.  Coe,  49  N.  Y.  57, 
Judge  Church  distinctly  said  that  an 
unqualified  rule  giving  a  plaintiff  in  all 
cases  of  conversion  the  benefit  of  the 
highest  price  to  the  time  of  trial  could 
not  be  upheld  upon  any  sound  principle 
of  reason  or  justice,  and  that  the  New 
York  court  did  not  regard  the  rule  to  bo 
so  firmly  settled  by  authority  as  to  bo 
beyond  the  reach  of  review,  whenever 
an  occasion  should  render  it  neces- 
sary. 

In  Baker  v.  Drake,  stock  was  bought  by 
defendants,  plaintiff  putting  up  margins 
to  secure  them  from  loss.  Defendants 
sold  out  plaintiff  wrongfully,  and  the 
lower  court  awarded  as  damages  the 
difference  between  the  price  at  which 
the  stock  was  sold,  and  the  highest  price 
at  which  it  could  have  been  sold  between 
the  time  of  the  actual  sale  and  the  trial. 
Of  this  sum  the  court  say  :  "  This  enor- 
mous ameunt  of  profit,  given  under  the 
name  of  damages,  could  not  have  been 
arrived  at  except  upon  the  unreasonable 
supposition, unsupported  by  any  evidence, 
that  the  plaintiff  would  not  only  have 
supplied  the  necessary  margin  and 
caused  the  stock  to  be  carried  through 
all  its  fluctuations  until  it  reached  its 
highest  point,  but  that  he  would  have 
been  so  fortunate  as  to  seize  upon  that 
precise  moment  to  sell,  thus  avoiding  the 
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fiubseqaent  declinei  and  reslizing  the 
highest  profit  which  could  have  possibly 
been  derived  from  the  transaction  by 
one  endowed  with  the  supernatural 
power  of  prescience.*'  Baker  v.  Drake^ 
supra. 

As  to  what  was  the  proper  indemnity 
the  court  said:  '*The  plaintiff  did  not 
hold  the  stocks  as  an  investment,  bat  the 
object  of  the  transaction  was  to  have  the 
chance  of  realizing  a  profit  by  their  sale. 
He  had  not  paid  for  them.  The  defend- 
ants had  supplied  all  the  capital  em- 
barked in  tlie  speculation,  except  the 
comparatively  trifling  sum  which  re- 
mained in  their  hands  as  margin. 
Assuming  that  the  sale  was  in  vio- 
lation of  the  rights  of  the  plaintifi*, 
what  was  the  extent  of  the  injury  in- 
flicted upon  him  ?  He  was  deprived  of 
the  chance  of  a  subsequent  rise  in  price. 
But  this  was  accompanied  with  the  cor- 
responding chance  of  a  decline,  or,  in 
case  of  a  rise,  of  his  not  availing  him- 
self of  it  at  the  proper  moment ;  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  speculation  also  required 
him  to  supply  further  margin,  and 
involved  a  risk  of  ultimate  loss.  If 
upon  becoming  informed  of  the  sale  he 
desired  further  to  prosecute  the  adven- 
ture and  take  the  chances  of  a  future 
market,  he  had  the  right  to  disaffirm  the 
sale  and  require  the  defendants  to  replace 
the  stock.  If  they  failed  or  refused  to 
do  this,  his  remedy  was  to  do  it  himself 
and  charge  them  with  the  loss  reason- 
ably sustained  in  doing  so.  The  ad- 
vance in  the  market  price  of  the  stock 
from  the  time  of  the  sale  up  to  a  reason- 
able time  to  replace  it  after  the  plaintifi* 
received  notice  of  the  sale,  would  afford 
a  complete  indemnity.  Suppose  the 
stock,  instead  of  advancing,  had  declined 
after  the  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  had  re- 
placed it,  or  had  full  opportunity  to 
replace  it,  at  a  lower  price,  could  it  be 
said  that  he  sustained  any  damage  by  the 
sale.  Would  there  be  any  justice  or 
reason  in  permitting  him  to  lie  by  and 
charge  his  broker  with  the  result  of  a 
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rise  at  some  remote  subsequent  period  f 
If  the  stocks  had  been  paid  for  and 
owned  by  the  plaintiff,  different  consid- 
erations would  arise,  but  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind  that  we  are  treating  of  a 
speculation  carried  on  with  the  capital 
of  the  broker,  and  not  of  the  customer. 
If  the  broker  has  violated  his  contract 
or  disposed  of  the  stock  without  author- 
ity, the  customer  is  entitled  to  recover 
such  damages  as  would  naturally  be 
sustained  in  restoring  himself  to  the 
position  of  which  he  had  been  deprived. 
He  certainly  has  no  right  to  be  placed 
in  a  better  position  than  he  would  be  in 
if  the  wrong  had  not  been  done."  Ba^ 
her  V.  Drake,  53  N.  Y.  217.  The  court 
intimated  also  that  this  was  the  proper 
rule  of  damages  no  matter  whether  the 
action  was  on  the  contract  broken  or  for 
the  tort. 

The  rule  laid  down  in  Baker  r. 
Drake  appears  to  be  reasonable  and 
right.  Should  it  not  be  applied  in  cases 
like  those  cited  in  IHinois  where  it  is 
sought  to  recover  the  margins  deposited  ? 
Its  application  to  such  cases  would  ap- 
pear to  be  sustained  by  the  principle  so 
clearly  stated  by  Field  (Law  of  Dam- 
pp.  19-20).  "  It  is  the  duty  of  a  party 
to  protect  himself  from  the  injurious  con- 
sequences of  the  wrongful  act  of  another, 
if  he  can  do  so  by  ordinary  effort  and 
care,  or  at  a  moderate  expense,  for 
which  efibrt  and  expense  he  may  charge 
the  wrongdoer.  And  where  by  the  use 
of  such  means  he  may  prevent  loss  he 
can  only  recover  for  such  loss  as  could 
not  thus  be  prevented."  And  again,  p. 
131 :  The  principle  applies  whether 
the  plaintiff 's  negligence  contributed  to 
the  injury,  or  whether  by  his  subsequent 
negligence  and  failure  to  use  reasonable 
means  to  prevent  the  consequences  of  an 
injury,  the  loss  is  greater  than  it  would 
otherwise  have  been.  In  either  cam; 
he  cannot  recover  for  loss  caused 
by  his  own  fault."  Field,  Law  of 
Damages,  p.  131  ;  see  also  Mather  v. 
Butler  Co,,  28  la.  253;  Smpamy.Cityof 
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KM,  34  Id.  2S3  ;  Jom$  r.  Van  Pat-  Me.  9  ;   Dobbin$  r.  Duqutd,  65  111. 

(a.3lQd.  107  :  Benton  v.  Faff,  64  lU.  464,  467. 

417 ;  Bsr$oru  v.  jSccTfofi,  66  N.  Y.  92 ;  Adslbbbt  Uamiltow. 

2ViM  r.  ltdemtUional    Tel.    Co.,   60  Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  Kamat. 
HUMMER  IT  AL.  V.  LAMPHEAR. 

An  acdoD  can  he  maintained  on  a  domestic  jadgment,  although  it  it  in  iHill  force 
iDd  effect,  and  the  time  within  which  an  execution  oan  issue  has  not  expirad. 

EfiROR  from  Jackson  County. 

Hudson  ^  TufU^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Martin  ^  Orr^  for  defendants  in  error. 

HoRTON,  C.  J. — The  facts  in  this  case  are  as  follows :  On  June 
17th  1876,  the  Perpetual  Building  and  Saving  Association  recovered 
iathe  District  Court  of  Atchison  county  a  judgment  against  John 
P.  and  Matilda  W.  Hufflmer  for  the  sum  of  $331.08,  bearing  inter- 
est at  nine  per  cent,  per  annum.  June  6th  1881,  an  execution  was 
issued  upon  this  judgment.  This  was  returned  wholly  unsatisfied 
as  to  the  building  and  saving  association.  On  September  13th 
1882,  the  judgment  was  assigned  and  transferred  to  A.  II.  Lam- 
phear,  who  is  now  the  owner  thereof.  On  September  28th  1882, 
an  diat  execution  was  issued  upon  the  judgment,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Jackson  county,  Kansas,  and  this  execution  was  also 
returned  unsatisfied.  On  November  24th  1883,  A.  H.  Lamphear 
brought  his  action  in  the  District  Court  of  Jackson  county  against 
John  P.  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer,  upon  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  building  and  saving  association  of  June  17th  1876,  and 
alleged  in  his  petition  that  the  judgment  was  in  full  force  and 
effect:  that  John  P.  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer  had  no  personal 
property  within  the  state  of  Kansas  subject  to  execution,  nor  the 
legal  title  to  any  lands  or  real  estate  in  said  state  subject  to  execu- 
^on ;  that  Matilda  W.  Hummer  was  the  owner  of  an  equitable 
interest  in  a  quarter  section  of  land  lying  in  Jackson  county,  state 
Kansas,  the  legal  title  to  which  was  in  the  state  of  Kansas,  to 
secure  the  sum  of  $676.30,  with  interest  from  June  17th  1882,  at 
per  cent,  per  annum ;  that  upon  payment  of  this  amount  and 
interest,  the  state  was  ready  and  willing  to  give  a  deed  or  patent 
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conveying  the  land  and  the  legal  title  thereto.  The  prayer  of  the 
petition  was  that  judgment  shoald  be  rendered  against  J.  P.  and  M. 
W.  Hummer  for  the  sum  of  S331.08,with  interest  at  nine  per  cent, 
per  annum,  and  costs  of  suit ;  that  the  sheriff  of  Jackson  county  be 
appointed  a  receiver  to  ascertain  the  interest  of  Matilda  W.  Hum- 
mer in  the  land  described  in  the  petition ;  that  he  take  possession 
of  the  same  and  hold  it,  with  the  rents  and  profits  arising  there- 
from, subject  to  the  order  of  the  court,  and  for  other  and  further 
relief  as  the  court  might  deem  meet  and  proper.  The  defendants, 
John  P.  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer,  demurred  to  the  petition  upon 
the  grounds :  1st,  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  persons 
of  the  defendants  or  of  the  subject  of  the  action ;  2d,  that  the  peti- 
tion did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendants  or  either  of  them.  The  court  overruled  the 
demurrer,  and  rendered  judgment  against  the  defendants  for  $546.17, 
with  interest  and  costs,  adjudged  the  same  to  be  a  first  and  prior  lien 
on  whatever  interest  the  defendants  or  either  of  them  had  in  the  real 
estate  described  in  the  petition,  and  decreed  that  if  the  defendants 
failed  or  refused  to  pay  the  judgment  within  a  day  named,  an  order 
of  sale  issue  to  sell  the  property  to  satisfy  the  same.  To  the  rulings 
and  judgment  of  the  court  the  defendants  excepted.  It  is  their 
contention  at  this  time  that  the  petition  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  because,  upon  its  face,  it 
appears  that  the  judgment  sued  on  was,  at  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  in  full  force  and  effect,  and  that  execution  might  have 
issued  thereon,  and  the  equitable  interest  of  Matilda  W.  Hummer 
in  the  real  estate  in  Jackson  county  have  been  taken  by  execu- 
tion :  Code,  sects.  419,  448 ;  Comp.  Laws  1879,  c.  104,  sect.  1, 
subd.  8.  To  support  this,  it  is  insisted  that  at  common  law  an 
action  could  not  be  maintained  upon  a  judgment  until  the  time 
within  which  an  execution  might  issue  had  elapsed:  Pitzer  v. 
Etissel,  4  Or.  124 ;  Lee  v.  Giles,  1  Bailey  449  ;  21  Am.  Dec. 
476  ;  3  Bl.  Com.  (Wendell's  ed.)  160. 

Counsel  say  in  their  brief :  "  There  are  dicta  in  several  decis- 
ions which  would  seem  to  take  a  contrary  view ;  but  we  have  been 
unable  to  find  a  case  where  the  question  was  squarely  raised,  and 
the  decision  was  that  such  an  action  could  be  maintained  at  com- 
mon law  until  the  judgment  became  dormant,  or  the  execution 
would  prove  ineffectual.  *  *  *  Bumes  v.  Simpson,  9  Eans.  658, 
decides  that  an  action  can  be  maintained  on  a  domestic  judg- 
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ment  in  this  state,  which  is  true ;  but  whether  it  can  be  main- 
tained when  an  execution  can  issue  thereon  was  not  raited  in  that 
c&se,  and  consequently  not  examined.  We  claim  that  case  does  not 
decide  the  question  now  raised." 

The  decision  in  Bums  v.  Simp8on,  supra^  goes  further  than 
counsel  are  willing  to  concede.    In  that  case  the  judgment  was 
rendered  June  4th  1859,  for  $3054  and  costs.    Executions  were 
iaaued  as  follows :  September  28th  1859  ;  November  28th  1859  ; 
January  27th  1860;  August  15th  1864  ;  May  2d  1869.    All  of 
these  were  returned  unsatisfied.    The  action  on  the  judgment  was 
commenced  June  2d  1869.    Under  the  law  in  force  at  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  judgment  of  June  4th  1859,  judgments  of  the  District 
Court  were  liens  for  five  years  on  lands,  and  as  long  thereafter  as 
judgment  should  be  kept  alive  by  the  issue  of  executions  in  proper 
time:  Comp.  Laws  1862,  sects.  433, 434.    The  judgment  of  Burns 
V.  Simpion,  of  June  4th  1859,  was  in  full  force  and  unsatisfied 
vheu  the  action  of  June  2d  1869  was  instituted,  as  it  had  been 
kept  alive  by  the  issue  of  executions  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute.    Therefore  the  decision  in  Bums  v.  Simp- 
upon  the  record  in  that  case,  decides,  in  effect,  that  an  action 
can  be  maintained  upon  a  judgment  in  this  state,  although  the 
judgment  is  in  full  force,  and  the  time  within  which  an  execution 
can  be  issued  has  not  expired.    As  counsel  have  been  unable  to 
find  a  case  where  the  question  was  squarely  raised,  and  it  was 
decided  that  such  an  action  could  be  maintained  at  common  law 
until  the  judgment  became  dormant,  or  the  execution  would  prove 
ineffectual,"  we  refer  to  the  following  authorities:   "Debt  lies 
upon  a  judgment  within  or  after  the  year  after  the  recovery:" 
Wh.  Selw.  444.    "  By  common  kw,  an  action  could  be  maintained 
within  a  year  and  a  day  on  a  domestic  judgment,  that  being  the 
life  of  a  judgment  without  issuance  of  execution  :"    1  Com.  Dig. 
1792,  "  2>eW,"  A  2  (43d  ed.),  3,  2,  B. 

In  Ames  v.  -ffoy,  12  Cal.  11,  it  was  insisted  by  counset  "  that, 
as  an  execution  could  have  been  issued  on  the  judgment  no  action 
could  be  sustained  thereon ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  an  action  of 
debt  will  not  lie  on  a  judgment  if  an  execution  can  be  issued 
thereon."  Upon  this  point,  the  court,  Baldwin,  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion,  said :  "  The  chief  argument  is  that  there  is  no  neces- 
sity for  a  right  of  action  on  a  judgment,  inasmuch  as  execution  can 
b&  issued  to  enforce  the  judgment  already  obtained ;  and  no  better 


44 


HUMMBR  V.  LAMPHEAR. 


or  higlier  right  or  advantage  is  given  to  the  sul^equent  judgment. 
But  this  is  not  true  in  fact,  as  in  many  cases  it  may  be  of  advan- 
tage to  obtain  another  judgment,  in  order  to  save  or  prolong  the 
lien,  and  in  this  case  the  advantage  of  having  record  evidence  of 
the  judgment  is  sufficiently  perceptibie.  The  argument  that  the 
defendant  may  be  vexed  by  repeated  judgments  on  the.  same 
cause  of  action  is  answered  by  the  suggestion  that  an  effectual 
remedy  to  the  party  against  this  annoyance  is  the  payment  of  the 
debt." 

In  ^eathouie  v.  Smithy  4  HI.  (3  Scam.)  541,  Treat,  J., 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  No  rule  of  law  is  better 
settled  than  the  one  that  an  miction  of  debt  is  maintainable  on  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  The  judgment  is  a  good  cause  of 
action,  it  being,  as  between  the  parties,  the  most  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  indebtedness.  We  know  of  no  principle  which  inhibits  the 
creditor,  on  a  judgment,  which  is  in  force  and  unsatisfied,  from 
recovering  in  an  action  brought  on  it,  although  he  may,  at  the 
time  of  bringing  the  suit,  be  entitled  to  an  execution  en  his  judg- 
ment. He  is  at  liberty  to  proceed  by  execution  to  collect  the 
judgment  or  institute  a  new  action  on  it.  Notwithstanding  the 
second  suit  may  be  unnecessary,  he  has  the  clear  legal  right  to 
recover,  and  the  courts  have  no  power  to  prevent  him,  or  impose 
terms  on  him  for  so  doing." 

In  that  case,  Abraham  Lincoln,  afterwards  president,  appeared 
as  one  of  the  counsel. 

In  Davidson  v.  NebaheVy  21  Ind.  334,  it  was  decided  that  *'a 
judgment  is  a  debt  of  record,  and  an  action  will  lie  to  recover  it, 
whether  the  judgment  is  foreign  or  domestic,  notwithstanding  the 
plaintiff  may  have  a  remedy  on  the  judgment,  in  the  court  where  it 
was  rendered,  by  execution  or  otherwise.*' 

I«  Hale  V.  Angel,  ^0  Johns.  342,  it  was  held :  "  Where  an  exe- 
cution, issued  on  a  judgment  in  justice's  court,  is  not  returned  at 
all  by  the  constable,  the  eommon-law  right  of  the  party  remains 
unimpaired,  and  he  may  bring  an  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment.'* 
In  the  opinion  it  was  said :  "  There  are  no  negative  words  that  a 
party  shall  not  sue  on  a  judgment  until  the  execution  has  been 
returned.  The  common-law  right  of  bringing  an  action  of  debt  as 
soon  as  a  judgment  is  recovered^  remains  unimpaired.  The  statute 
does  not  give  the  aetba  of  debt,  but  is  merely  explanatory  of  the 
coownon-law  right. '^ 
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In  Smith  v.  Mum/ordj  9  Caw.  26,  the  case  of  Hale  r.  Angela 
iupra,  was  referred  to  and  followed. 

In  Linton  v.  Hurley^  114  Mass.  76,  it  was  held :  Ad  action 
maj  be  maintained  upon  a  jadgment,  although  an  execution  issued 
thereupon  has  not  been  returned  ^"  and  in  O'Neal  v.  Kittredge^  85 
Mass.  (3  Allen)  470,  it  was  decided  "  that  a  declaration  setting 
forth  the  recovery  by  the  plaintiflF  against  the  defendant,  of  a  judg- 
ment for  a  certain  sum  as  damages,  and  another  certain  sum  as 
costs,  which  judgment  remains  in  full  force  and  unsatisfied,  whereby 
an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  and  recover  of  the 
defendant  the  balance  due  thereon,  and  interest,  is  sufficient  on 
demurrer." 

Freeman,  in  bis  work  on  Judgments  (8d  ed.),  sect.  432,  says  r 
At  common  law  a  party  has  a  right  of  action  upon  his  judgment 
as  soon  as  it  is  recovered.  This  right  is  neither  barred  nor  sus- 
pended by  the  issuing  of  an  execution,  nor  because,  from  having 
the  right  to  take  out  execution,  the  plaintiff's  action  seems  to  be 
unnecessary." 

MaDj  other  cases  might  be  cited  supporting  the  same  doctrine, 
bat  we  think,  for  present  purposes,  the  above  sufficient.  If  the 
question  were  a  new  one  in  this  state,  the  writer  of  this  would 
prefer  to  follow  Lee  v.  Crile%^  1  Bailey  449,  and  Pitzer  v.  Eu8$el^ 
4  Or.  124 ;  but  the  case  of  Bums  v.  Simpson  is  decisive.  That 
decision  was  rendered  in  1872,  and  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  inter- 
pose and  provide  that  such  oppressive  and  vexatious  actions  shall 
not  be  brought  if  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  as  interpreted  in 
5um«  V.  Simpson^  supra,  is  to  be  changed. 

Finally,  it  is  urged  that  the  judgment  rendered  was  improper : 
H  because  the  state  had  certain  rights  which  the  court  was  bound 
to  consider ;  and  2d,  because  the  language  of  the  petition  did  not 
warrant  the  judgment.  The  petition  alleged  that  the  only  claim 
the  state  had  upon  the  property  was  to  secure  the  payment  of 
$6T6.80,  with  interest,  and  that  there  was  no  controversy  between 
the  state  and  Matilda  W.  Hummer  as  to  the  lien  of  the  state.  The 
judgment  in  no  way  affected  the  state,  and  any  person  desiring  to 
hid  at  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  can  readily  ascertain  the  state's 
interest  therein.  The  purchaser  at  the  sale  must  buy  subject  to 
^•^e  lien  of  the  state. 

regard  to  the  other  matter,  it  appears  that  an  attachment  had 
issued,  and,  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  an  order  for 
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the  sale  of  the  attached  property  was  properly  made  :  Code,  sect. 
222.  If,  however,  there  was  any  variance  between  the  prayer  of 
the  petition  and  the  judgment  rendered,  the  petition  could  have 
been  amended,  and  the  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  on  account 
of  such  variance :  Railroad  Qo.  v.  Caldwell,  8  Kans.  244 ;  Mitchell 
V.  Milhoan,  11  Id.  630. 

The  ruling  and  judgment  of  the  District  Court  will  be  affirmed. 

All  the  justices  concurring. 


Debt  lies  on  a  judgment  generally  : 
1  Chit.  PI.  121  ;  1  Tidd'8  Pr.  8 ;  3 
Black.  Com.  129  ;  1  Sehv.  N.,P.  616; 
3  Comyns's  Dig,  "  Z)«6<,"  a.  2  ;  Bank 
of  Columbia  v.  Naocomb,  6  Johns.  98 ; 
Taylor  v.  Twissy  16  Id.  66  ;  Andrews  t. 
Montgomery f  19  Id.  162  ;  Townsend  r. 
Carman,  6  Cowen  695  ;  Haven  r,  Bald- 
win, 5  Iowa  503  ;  Proctor  r.  Johnson, 
1  Ld.  Raym.  670;  Anon.j  Saik.  209, 
pi.  8  ;  Millard  v.  Wkittaker,  5  ffiU  408; 
Jackson  V.  Shaffer,  11  Johns.  513.  So 
even  though  part  of  the  judgment  may 
have  been  collected :  2  Tidd's  Pr.  1028  ; 
Hessee  y,  Stevens,  2  Smith's  Rep.  39 
S.  C.  The  rule  is  the  same  whether  the 
judgment  be  of  a  superior  or  inferior 
court :  Stuart  v.  Lander,  16  Cal.  372  ; 
1  Chit.  PI.  Ill  ;  Denison  v.  WiUiams,  4 
Conn.  402  ;  Cole  v.  Driskill,  1  Blackf. 
16  ;  Gardner  Henry,  5  Cold.  458. 
Bat  in  an  action  upon  the  judgment  of 
an  inferior  court,  the  declaration  must 
show  the  original  cause  of  action  to  hare 
been  within  such  court's  jurisdiction  :  1 
Selw.  N.  P.  616  ;  Read  y.  Fhpe,  1  Cr., 
M.  k  R.  302  ;  1  Chit.  PI.  371  ;  Sheldon 
V.  Hopkins,  7  Wend.  435  ;  Spooner  r. 
Warner,  2  Bradw.  240  ;  4  Tyr.  403. 
Debt  lies  whether  the  judgment  be  of  a 
domestic  or  foreign  court ;  a  judgment 
of  a  foreign  court  being  prima  facie  eri- 
dence  of  indebtedness  only;  but  the 
merits  of  a  domestic  judgment  or  that 
of  a  sister  state  where  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  person  and  subject-matter 
cannot  be  gone  into  in  an  action  founded 
on  the  judgment,  and  nil  debet  is  not 
a  good  plea :  Freeman  on  Judg.,  }  435; 


Mitts  y.  Duryee,  7  Cranch  481  ;  An- 
drews T.  Montgomery,  19  Johns.  162  ; 
Hitchcock  V.  Htch,  1  Cai.  461  ;  Taylor 
Y.  Bryden^  8  Johns.  173  ;   Bimeler  v. 
Dawson,  4  Scam.  536 ;  HMell  v.  Cou- 
drey,  5  Johns.  1 32  ;  Nations  v.  Johnson, 
24  How.(U.  S.)203  ;  Geeen  v.Orrington, 
16  Johns.  55  ;  Wright  v.  Motty  Kirby 
152  ;  Bush  y.  Byvanks,  2  Root  248; 
Biddle  v.  WiUcins,  1  Peters  (U.  S.)  686; 
Cardesa  v.  Humes,  5  S.  &  R.  65  ;  Hay- 
ward  V.  Ribbans,  4  East  31 1  ;  Moore  v. 
Bowmakerj  2  Marsh.  392.    In  such  a 
case  the  proper  remedy  is  to  have  the 
judgment  set  aside  or  reversed  by  a 
direct  proceeding  for   that   purpose  : 
Horfy  v.  Daniel,  2  Levering  161  ;  1 
Chit.  PI.  370.  But  the  record  may  be  dis- 
proved to  show  that  the  court  had  not 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant:  Knowles  v.  Logansport  G.  L. 
C.  Co,,  19  Wall.  58  ;  ^arbuck  v.  Mvr- 
ray,  21  Am.  Dec.  172.    Debt  also  lies 
on  a  judgment  recovered  in  a  tarn 
action  in  another  state  :  Beat  v.  Rooty 
11  Pick.  389  ;   Spencer  v.  Brochoay,  I 
Ohio  124.    So,  debt  lies  upon  a  money 
decree  of  a  court  of  chancery  of  a  sister 
state  :  Warren  v.  McCarthy,  25  111.  95  ; 
1  Chit.  PI.  Ill;   Fbst  v.  Neafie,  3 
Caines  Rep.  22 ;   McKim  v.  Odom,  3 
Fairf.  94  ;  Elliott  v.  Ray,  2  Blackf.  31; 
Evans  v.  Tatem,  9  S.  &  R.  252  ;  7Y/- 
ford  V.  Oakley,  Hemp.  197.    But  not 
in  Great  Britain  upon  the  decree  of  a 
domestic  court,  because  such  conrt  has 
the  necessary  means  of  enforcing  its  own 
orders  :  1  Chit.  PI.  Ill  ;  Henly  v.  Sopor, 
8  Bam.  &  Cress.  16,  and  Carpenter  v. 
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TWm,  3  B.  &  Aid.  5S.  And  this 
nile  is  followed  in  Richardson  t.  Jones, 
3  Gill  ft  J.  (Md.)  16S.  But  contra  : 
Himardr.Homirdf  15  Maas.  196;  An- 
m^oiiT.  Gibfon,  16  How.(U.  S.)  65  ; 
Natiant  t.  Johnston^  24  Id.  203.  And 
the  geDertl  role  in  this  country  seemB  to 
be  thAt  where  debt  will  lie  npon  a  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  law,  it  will  lie  also 
u|Mn  a  duinoery  decree  under  like  oondi- 
tions. 

In  debt  on  judgment  the  reooTery  of 
a  second  judgment  does  not  merge  the 
fonncr:  Andrews  t.  Smith,  9  Wend. 
54 ;  Dtity  r.  Russdl,  5  Id.  129  ;  Jach- 
soar.  Shaffer,  11  Johns.  517. 

The  decision  in  the  principal  case,  that 
debt  will  lie  on  a  judgment  within  the  time 
in  which  execution  may  issue,  is  sup- 
ported bj  the  great  weight  of  authority: 
Grutkoute  t  Smith,  3  Scam.  54;  6 
Wheeler's  Com.  Law  268 ;  HaU  r. 
An^,  20  Johns.  342  ;  Smith  t.  Mum- 
ford,  9  Cow.  26  ;  Church  r.  Cole,  1 
Hni645;  Denison  y.  WUliams,  4  Conn, 
lot;  Com.  Dig.  Debt "  A  2  ;  Thorn- 
Ml  T.  Let,  22  Iowa  206  ;  Clark  y.Good- 
«M,  UBius.  237  ;  Davidson  v.  Nebaker, 
21  Ind.  334  ;  Ives  t.  Finch,  28  Com. 
112;  iiW^  T.  ftop/e,  46  111.  372  ;  Steu}- 
ari  T.  Peterson,  63  Pcnn.  St.  230.  The 
reison  for  this  rule  is  usually  stated  to 
be  that  interest  cannot  be  collected  on  a 
judgment  at  common  law  without  such 
*econd  action  :  Clark  v.  Goodwin,  14 
Mass.  237  ;  Hesse  t.  Stevenson,  2  Smith 
35,  43 ;  Stewart  t.  Peterson,  63  Penn. 
St.  230. 

The  rale  is  the  same  whether  execu- 
tion bas  been  returned  or  not.  Hale  r, 
20  Johns.  343 ;  White  River  Bank 

Downere,  29  Verm.  332.  So  with  or 
without  averring  any  special  facts  as  a 
feason  for  bringing  it :  Denison  v.  Wil- 
^1  ♦  Conn.  402  ;  loes  r.  Finch,  28 
W.  112. 

^Notwithstanding  the  rule  appears  to 
^      settled  npon  authority,  it  would 
Qorein  aocordsuice  with  one's  sense 
^        that,  where  nothing  is  to  be 


gained  by  the  new  action  other  than  the 
coercion  that  may  result  from  the  mere 
piling  up  of  costs,  the  common  law  should 
be  amended  by  statute  and  the  second 
action  be  denied,  and  this  more  equitable 
view,  without  the  aid  of  legisUtion,  has 
been  adopted  in  PiUer  r.  Russel,  4  Oreg. 
124 ;  Lee  v.  GUes,  1  Bail.  (8.  C.)  449. 
See,  however,  Shooter  r.  McDvffie,  5 
Rich.  Law  61,  66,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  conounon-law  rule  related  only 
to  fresh  suit  by  common-law  process,  and 
not  to  a  suit  by  foreign  atUchment. 

In  Lee  Giles,  supra,  ALCOCKy  J., 
says :  I  can  never  sanction  the  idea 
that  a  new  action  should  be  permitted 
by  way  of  punishing  a  debtor  for  not 
paying  his  debt.  There  is  something 
barbarous  in  it,  and  wholly  inconsistent 
with  the  mild,  benignant  and  just  spirit 
of  the  common  law.  As  long  as  the 
judgment  is  operative,  the  creditor  has 
the  means  of  enforcing  payment ;  and  if 
the  debtor  can  pay,  an  execution  is  as 
effectual  as  another  suit,  and  more  expe- 
ditious." 

In  Pitzer  t.  Russel^  supra,  the  question 
was  very  fully  discussed  and  the  conclu- 
sion reached  that  neither  the  common 
law  nor  the  practice  in  the  rarious  states 
of  the  republic,  nor  anything  inherent  in 
the  subject,  based  on  sound  reason,  gives 
to  a  judgment-creditor  an  absolute  right 
of  action  on  a  domestic  judgment,  unless 
such  action  is  necessary  in  order  to  en- 
able the  plaintiff  to  have  the  full  benefit 
of  his  judgment. 

The  question  seems  generally  to  de- 
pend on  whether  an  action  on  a  judg- 
ment could  be  brought  within  a  year  and 
a  day,  at  common  law,  that  being  the 
time  during  which  execution  might  issue. 
Several  of  the  cases  cited  abore  take  the 
ground  that  such  action  might  bo  so 
brought,  and  refer  generally  to  2  Bac. 
Abr.  Debt,  A  ;  Comyns's  Dig.  De6<,  A 

2,  and  Wheat.  Selw.  445  (616,  7th  Am. 
ed.)  ;  but  these  authorities  cite  43  Edw. 

3,  2  B.,  which  is  said,  in  Lee  r,  Gihs, 
1.  Bailey  449,  to  be  an  authority  that  the 
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action  would  not  lie  within  the  time  men- 
tioned ;  and  2  D'Anr.  Abr.  500,  i>e6^ 
C,  and  7  Vin.  Abr.  352,  Dtht,  N,  are 
cited  as'approring  of  this  yiew  of  the 
case. 

In  Stewart  v.  Peteraon^  63  Penn.  St. 
230,  Shajuwood,  J.,  renders  the  decis- 
ion in  43  Edw.  3,  thus :  "If  one  re- 
cover upon  a  statnto  merchant,  the  statnte 
gives  an  execution  bj  capias^  and  also 
against  the  land,  notwithstanding  he  can 
have  a  writ  of  debt,"  and  supports  the 
former  view  of  that  case.  See,  also, 
Clark  V.  Godmn^  14  Mass.  287,  239. 

In  Alabama  the  courts  seem  to  doubt 
whether  the  action  would  He  within  a 
year  and  a  day,  but  refuse  to  follow  the 


principle  further,  and  permit  an  action 
to  be  brought  after  such  time,  but  within 
ten  years,  the  time  in  which  execution 
may  issue:  Kimgaiand  v.  Forrettf  18 
Ala.  519;  Elliott  t.  Eolbrook,  33  Id. 
659. 

The  view  taken  by  ^abswood,  J., 
in  Steioari  v.  Peterson^  of  the  decision  in 
43  Edw.  3,  seems  to  be  the  correct 
one }  and,  if  such  is  the  case,  the  weight 
of  modem  authority,  as  above  stated,  is 
founded  upon  a  proper  view  of  the  com- 
mon-law rule,  and  if  a  change  is  de- 
sirable, it  should  be  made  by  the  Icgis- 
ture,  and  not  by  the  courts. 

Mabshall  D.  Ewbll. 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  Rhode  Island. 
SINGER  MANUFACTURING  CO.  v.  KING. 

A  refusal  to  deliver  an  article  of  personal  property  to  the  one  entitled  to  it  on 
demand,  is  pritna  facie  evidence  of  a  conversion. 

It  is  no  conversion  in  a  bailee,  who  has  received  an  article  in  good  faith  from  a 
third  person,  to  refuse  to  deliver  it  to  the  owner  making  the  demand  until  he  has 
had  an  opportunity  to  satisfy  himself  in  regard  to  the  ownership. 

A  servant  receiving  a  chattel  from  his  master  ought  not  to  give  it  np  without  cod- 
sultiug  his  master  with  regard  to  it ;  'but,  if  after  such  consultation  he  relies  on  his 
master's  title,  and  refuses  to  comply  with  the  owner's  demand,  he  is  guilty  of  a 
conversion. 

The  defendant,  by  order  of  his  principal,  the  American  Sewing  Machine  Co., 
received  through  a  feUow-servant,  held  a  machine  of  the  plaintiff  on  a  claim  of 
storage,  which  was  ill-founded  but  in  good  faith,  and  refused  to  deliver  it  up. 
lie  had  no  personal  interest  in  the*  matter.  Hefdf  that  the  defendant  was 
liable. 

Exceptions  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 
Ziba  0.  Slocurriy  for  the  plaintiff. 
Albert  D.  Bean,  for  the  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

DuRPBE,  C.  J. — This  is  trover  for  the  conversion  of  a  sewing 
machine  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  company.  The  case  was  tried 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  and  comes  here  on  exceptions.  The 
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testimony  given  at  the  trial  for  the  plaintiff  went  to  show  that  the 
machine  waa  demanded  of  the  defendant  by  direction  of  Charles  H. 
Harris,  agent  for  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant,  who  was  agent 
for  the  American  Sewing  Machine  Company,  though  he  had  the 
machine,  refused  to  deliver  it  until  storage  was  paid  for  it  or  until 
another  machine  belonging  to  the  American  Sewing  Machine  Com- 
pany which  the  plaintiff  had  was  returned.  The  defendant  testified 
that  the  machine  was  brought  to  him  by  one  Conner,  an  employee 
of  the  American  Sewing  Machine  Company,  that  he  was  instructed 
to  hold  it  for  storage,  and  that,  though  he  did  not  announce  it 
when  the  demand  was  made,  the  plaintiff  knew  that  he  was  agent 
for  the  Americsin  Sewing  Machine  Company.  It  further  appeared 
that  the  machine  had  been  leased  to  a  Mrs.  Lynch  by  the  plaintiff 
company,  that  Conner  had  received  it  from  her,  leaving  a  machine 
of  the  American  Company  in  place  of  it,  that  he  had  carried  it  to 
Harris,  and  that  Harris  refused  to  receive  it,  saying  that  his 
company  had  no  machines  out  which  were  then  due,  that  he  then 
carried  it  to  the  American  Sewing  Machine  Company  and  told 
Harris  that  he  had  done  it.  Harris  testified  in  reply  that  he  did 
not  see  the  machine  when  Conner  brought  it  and  that  he  had  not 
authorized  any  one  to  store  it  with  the  American  Company. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  if  the  defendant,  when  de- 
mand was  made  to  him,  was  the  agent  of  the  American  Sewing 
Machine  Company  and  was  holding  the  machine  under  their  orders 
and  not  for  himself  or  under  his  own  control,  then  the  defendant 
would  not  be  guilty.    The  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  de< 
fendant  would  be  guilty  unless  he  told  the  plaintiff  when  the 
demand  was  made  that  he  was  holding  the  machine  as  servant  of 
the  American  Sewing  Machine  Company.  The  court  refused  so 
to  instruct  the  jury,  but  did  instruct  them  that  the  defendant's 
omission  to  give  the  information  would  not  constitute  a  conver- 
sion, but  would  be  evidence  for  them  to  consider  in  determining 
the  question  as  to  whether  he  was  holding  the  machine  as  agent 
or  not  The  plaintiff  excepted.  The  question  is,  were  the  instruc. 
tions  and  the  refusal  to  instruct  correct. 

Ordinarily  when  one  person  has  the  chattel  of  another  it  is 
his  duty  to  deliver  it  to  the  owner  or  his  agent  on  demand, 
snd  if  he  refuses  to  do  so  his  refusal  is  evidence  of  a  con- 
version. It  is,  however,  only  prima  facie  evidence  and  may  be 
Vol.  XXXni.— 7 
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explained :  Magee  v.  Scott^  9  Gush.  148  ;  Robinson  v.  Burleigh^ 
6  N.  H.  225 ;  Dietus  v.  Fu88,  8  Md.  148 ;  Green  v.  Dunn,  8 
Gamp.  N.  P.  215  ;  Solomons  v.  Dawes,  1  Esp.  83.  Thus  it  is  no 
conversion  for  the  bailee  of  a  chattel,  who  has  received  it  in  good 
faith  from  some  person  other  than  the  owner,  to  refuse  to  deliver 
it  to  the  owner  making  demand  for  it  until  he  has  had  time  to 
satisfy  himself  in  regard  to  the  ownership :  Carroll  v.  Mix,  61 
Barb.  212 ;  Lee  v.  Bayers,  18  G.  B.  599,  607  ;  Sheridan  v.  New 
Quay  Co.,  4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  618 ;  Coles  v.  Wright,  4  Taunt.  198. 
In  the  case  of  a  servant  who  has  received  the  chattel  from  his 
master,  it  has  been  held  that  he  ought  not  to  give  it  up  without 
first  consulting  his  master  in  regard  to  it :  Mires  v.  Solebay,  2 
Mod.  242,  245  ;  Alexander  v.  Southey,  5  B.  &  A.  247  ;  Berry  v. 
Vantries,  12  S.  &  R.  89.  But  after  having  had  an  opportunity 
to  confer  with  his  master,  he  relies  on  his  master's  title  and  abso- 
lutely refuses  to  comply  with  the  demand,  he  will  be  liable  for  a 
conversion  :  Lee  v.  Robinson,  25  L.  J.,  G.  P.  249 ;  s.  c.  18  G. 
B.  599 ;  1  Addison  on  Torts,  sect.  475 ;  Greenway  v.  Fisher,  1 
Car.  &  P.  190 ;  Stephens  v.  ElwaU,  4  M.  &  S.  259 ;  Perkins  v. 
Smith,  1  Wils.  328 ;  Gage  v.  Whittier,  17  N.  H.  812.  The 
mere  fact  that  he  refuses,  for  the  benefit  of  his  principal,  will  not 
protect  him  ;  Kimball  v.  Billings,  55  Me.  147. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  defendant,  acting  as  agent  of  the  American 
Sewing  Machine  Gompany,  refused  to  deliver  the  machine  in  obedi- 
ence to  instructions  not  to  deliver  it  until  storage  was  paid  for  it. 
The  defendant  did  not  refuse  for  the  purpose  of  consulting  his 
principal,  but  it  would  seem  he  had  received  his  instructions  before 
the  demand  in  anticipation  of  it.  He  was  not  a  mere  servant  but 
an  agent,  and  he  may  have  been,  for  anything  that  appears,  a 
general  agent.  The  machine  came  to  him,  not  from  his  roaster  or 
principal,  as  in  Mires  v.  Solebay,  but  fi-om  a  fellow-employee,  and 
he  may  have  known — indeed  the  evidence  carries  the  impression 
that  he  did  know — all  the  circumstances  in  regard  to  it,  and  never- 
theless co-operated  with  his  principal  in  withholding  it  from  its 
owner  by  insisting  on  a  condition  which  neither  he  nor  his  prin- 
cipal had  any  right  to  impose.  If  such  was  the  fact  we  think  he 
was  guilty ;  and  yet,  if  such  was  the  fact,  the  jury  might  have 
found  him  not  guilty  under  the  instructions  given  by  the  court 
which  are  the  ground  of  the  first  exception.  The  first  exception 
must  therefore  be  sustained.    We  do  not  find  any  error  in  the 
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instractions  which  are  the  ground  of  the  second  exception,  except 
in  80  far  as  they  involve  a  repetition  of  instructions  before  given. 
The  case  will  be  remitted  for  a  new  trial. 

Exceptions  sustained. 


Mr.  Justice  Coolet  has  defined  con- 
Tersion  as  follows :  "Any  distinct  act  of 
doxninioQ  wrongfally  exerted  oyer  one's 
property  in  denial  of  his  right,  or  incon- 
Hsteot  with  it,  is  a  conversion 
Cooley  on  Torts  428.  Mr.  Abbott,  in 
his  Law  Dictionary,  defines  it  to  be  a 
wrong;  consisting  in  dealing  with  the 
property  of  another  as  if  it  were  one's 
own,  witboat  right."  A  ^rd  definition, 
giren  by  an  aocnrate  writer,  is  this : 
"It  maj  be  laid  down,  as  a  general 
principle,  that  the  assertion  of  a  title  to, 
or  an  act  of  dominion  oyer,  personal 
property,  inconsistent  with  the  right  of 
the  owner,  is  a  conversion Note  of 
Mr.  Bigelow  to  Donald  v.  Suckling; 
Bigdow-'s  Leading  Cases  on  Torts  394. 
Bjr  a  recent  authority  it  has  been  said  : 
*'At  common  law,  a  conversion  is  that 
tort  which  is  committed  by  a  person  who 
deals  with  chattels  not  belonging  to  him, 
m  a  manner  which  is  inconsistent  with 
the  rights  of  the  lawful  owners : 
Bapaljc  k  Lawrence's  Law  Diet.  See 
BoQvier'g  Law  Diet.  ;  6  South  L.  Rev. 
822. 

Taming  from  the  writers  of  authority, 
we  find,  among  many,  the  following  de- 
finitions of  the  courts :  "  Conversion 
oooasts  in  the  exercise  of  dominion  and 
control  over  property  inconsistent  with 
and  in  defiance  of  the  rights  of  the  true 
owner  or  party  having  the  right  of  pos- 
iession  :"  Badger  v.  Hatch,  71  Me.  565. 

**  Conversion  means  the  wrongful 
toming  to  one's  use  the  personal  goods 
of  another,  or  doing  some  wrongful  act 
inoonnstent  with  or  in  opposition  to  the 
r^t  of  the  owner."  Nichols  v.  iVcip- 
«»,  «  Mnrphy  (N.  C.)  303. 

"It  is  not  necessary  to  a  conversion 
A«t  there  should  be  a  manoal  taking  of 
the  thing  in  question,  by  the  defendant. 
It  a  not  necessary  that  it  should  be 


shown  that  he  has  applied  it  to  his  own 
use.  Does  he  exercise  a  dominion  over 
it  in  exclusion  or  in  defiance  of  the 
plaintiff's  right  f  If  he  does,  that  is  in 
law  a  conversion,  be  it  for  his  own  or 
another  person's  use."  Bristol  v.  Burt, 
7  Johns.  254. 

"Any  actual  wrongful  exercise  or  as- 
sumption by  a  person  himself,  or  by 
another,  by  his  procurement,  over  the 
goods  of  the  real  owner,  by  which  he  is 
deprived  of  them,  is  a  conversion :" 
Hale  T.  Ames,  2  T.  B.  Mon.  143  ;  8.  c. 
15  Am.  Dec.  150.  See  generally,  for 
definitions,  Bowlin  v.  Nye,  10  Cush. 
416;  ClarkY.Whitaker,  19  Conn.  319; 
Murray  v.  Burling,  10  Johns.  172 ; 
Reynolds  v.  Shuler,  5  Cow.  323  ;  Con- 
nah  V.  Hale,  23  Wend.  462;  Spencer 
V.  Blackman,  9  Wend.  167;  Ferguson 
T.  Clifford,  37  N.  H.  101  ;  Laverty  v. 
Snethen,  68  N.  Y.  524 ;  Syeds  v.  Hay, 
4  T.  R.  264 ;  BeH  v.  Layman,  1  T.  B. 
Mon.  39  ;  8.  c.  15  Am.  Dec.  83 ;  Bur- 
roughes  v.  Bayne,  5  Hurl.  &  Norm.  300 ; 
Keyworth  v.  Hill,  3  B.  &  Aid.  687  ; 
Fouldes  V.  WUloughby,  8  M.  &  W. 
540;  Roach  v.  Turk,  9  Heisk.  708;. 
Fhlleyr.  Lenox  Iron  Works,  2  Allen  182. 

Bearing  in  mind  these  definitions,  that 
a  conversion  conveys  with  it  the  exclusion 
of  the  one  entitled  to  it,  of  the  possession 
of  the  article  in  question,  we  arrive  at  the 
effect  of  a  demand  upon  and  refusal  by 
the  one  in  possession,  when  such  de> 
mand  is  made  by  the  one  lawfully,  at 
the  time  of  making  it,  entitled  to  the 
possession  ;  the  refusal  denotes  the  exer- 
cise of  an  act  of  ownership  over  the 
chattel  to  the  exclusion  of  the  right  of 
the  rightful  owner ;  it  is  an  act  in  defi- 
ance of  the  owner's  right.  It  is  an  act 
of  ownership  inconsistent  with  the  do- 
minion of  the  owner ;  his  right  of  pos- 
session is  denied. 
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It  therefore  follows  that  a  demand  for 
the  chattel  apon  the  party  in  possession, 
and  a  refusal  to  deliver  it,  taken  to- 
gether, are  evidence  of  a  conversion, 
because  the  one  in  possession,  no  matter 
in  what  way  he  obtained  the  possession, 
cannot  lawfully  detain  such  chattel  after 
the  owner  has  demanded  it ;  and  if  he 
still  detains  it,  it  is  evidence  that  he 
claims  it  as  his  own  and  so  uses  it :  Ma- 
gee  V.  Scott,  9  Cush.  148  ;  Fblsom  v. 
Manchester f  11  Id.  334 ;  Sturges  v. 
Keith,  57  111.  451  ;  Coffin  v.  Anderson, 
4  Blackf.  3»5  ;  Way  v.  Damdson,  IS 
Gray  465 ;  Munger  v.  Hess,  28  Barb. 
75  ;  Buxley  v.  HaHsell,  44  Mo.  370 ; 
Thompson  v.  Rose,  16  Conn.  71. 

Such  evidence,  however,  is  only  prima 
facie  evidence  of  a  conversion—of  a 
conversion  prior  to  the  making  of  the 
demand.  If  the  plaintiff  can  prove  an 
actual  conversion  without  the  demand, 
none  need  be  made  ;  and  if  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  be  called  upon  for  a 
delivery  up  of  the  chattel,  on  refusal  it 
will  be  presumed  that  he  had,  prior  to 
such  demand  actually  converted  the 
chattel  to  his  own  use,  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  rightful  owner ;  "  such  demand 
and  refusal  are  evidence  of  a  conversion, 
prima  facie  sufficient  to  support  this 
action Way  v.  Davidson,  12  Gray 
465 ;  Sturges  r.  Keith,  57  111.  451  : 
Folsom  T.  Manchester,  1 1  Cush.  334 ; 
Magee  v.  Scott,  9  Id.  148 ;  Hagar  v. 
Randall,  62  Me.  439 ;  Zimmerman  v. 
Fairbank,  35  Wis.  368  ;  Pease  v.  Smith, 
61  N.  Y.  477  ;  GUlet  v.  Roberts,  57  Id. 
28  ;  Battel  v.  Crawford,  59  Mo.  215  ; 
Robinson  v.  Bartridge,  13  Fla.  501  ; 
Salt  Springs  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wheeler,  48 
N.  Y.  492  ;  Ray  v.  Light,  34  Ark.  421  ; 
IngersoU  v.  Barnes,  47  Mich.  104: 
Lochpood  V.  Btdl,  I  Cow.  322  ;  s.  c. 

15  Am.  Dec.  539  ;  Thompson  v.  Trail, 
6  B.  &  C.  39  ;  Lathrop  v.  Blake,  23  N. 
H.  46 ;  Garvin  r.  Luttrell,  10  Humph. 

16  ;  Boothe  r.  Estss,  16  Ark.  104  ;  Case 
V.  N.  Y.  ^  New  Haven  Railroad  Co.,  1 
£.  D.  Smith  522  ;  McCombie  v.  Davies, 


6  East  538  ;  Dietus  v.  Fuss,  8  Md.  148  ; 
Agar  v.  Lisle,  1  Hob.  187  ;  Oxford's 
Case,  10  Coke  57. 

The  reason  why  the  demand  and 
refusal  does  not  of  itself  constitute  a 
conversion  is,  that  the  defendant  may 
have  the  right  to  detain  the  chattel,  or 
it  may  not  be  in  his  possession  and  so 
beyond  his  power  to  return  it.  In  such 
insUnoes,  if  it  appear  from  the  plaintiffs 
evidence  that  the  defendant  has  a  right 
to  retain  the  property,  the  latter  may 
well  rest  the  case  without  further  evi- 
dence ;  but  if  it  does  not  so  appear,  he 
must  affirmatively  show  his  right  to 
retain  it :  Isaac  v.  Clark,  2  Bulst.  306  ; 
Watt  V.  Potter,  2  Mason  77  ;  Kennet  v. 
Robinson,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  84  ;  Robinson  r. 
Skipworth,  23  Ind.  311. 

His  refusal  may  also  be  based  upon 
the  fact  that  he,  at  the  time,  has  no  con- 
trol over  the  property,  and  that  it  is  not 
in  his  possession.  Wiiile  evidence  of  a 
positive  refusal,  unexplained,  is  prima 
facie  proof  that  the  one  making  such 
refusal  has  the  possession  of  the  chattel 
demanded,  it  is  not  conclusive ;  and 
hence  it  follows,  on  this  ground  also, 
that  proof  of  a  demand  and  refusal  is 
only  evidence  of  a  conversion,  not  a 
conversion  itself,  and  such  presumption 
may  be  rebutted :  Hunt  v.  Kane,  40 
Barb.  638 ;  Kelsey  v.  Griswold,  6  Id. 
436  ;  Kimball  r.  Post,  44  Wis.  471  ; 
FUlmore  v.  Horion,  31  How.  Pr.  424  ; 
Irish' y,  Cloyes,  8  Vt.  S3;  Bude  t. 
Ashley,  37  Id.  475  ;  Morris  v.  Thomson, 
1  Rich.  (S.  C.)  65 ;  Davis  v.  Bt^um, 
51  Me.  160;  Robinson  v.  Hartridge,  13 
Fla.  501. 

Likewise  his  refusal  may  be  based 
upon  the  ground  that  the  person  making 
the  demand,  is  not,  at  the  time,  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  chattel  in  ques- 
tion. If  such  is  the  case,  the  defendant 
is  not  bound  to  deliver  up  the  article  : 
Wilson  V.  Wilson,  37  Md.  1  ;  Dudley  v. 
Abner,  52  Ala.  572  ;  OgU  r.  Atkinson,  5 
Taunt.  759  ;  King  v.  Richards,  6  Whart. 
418  ;  Carter  v.  Kingman,  103  Mass.  517. 
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Wbtt  a  demand  and  refasal,  nnez- 
pkined,  amounts  to  ia  very  well  iUiu- 
trated  hy  a  special  Terdiet.  The  qaeittion 
of  a  eonrenion  is  alwajrs  one  for  the 
jorj,  to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence: 
LKheood  T.  BuU,  I  Cow.  S2S  ;  O'Doiuh 
gkae  T.  Corby,  S2  Mo.  396  ;  Huxley  t. 
BofUdl,  44  Id.  370  ;  Watt  r.  IhUer,  S 
Mason  78 ;  Dent  t.  Chiles,  5  Stew.  & 
Por.  383 ;  a.  c.  26  Am.  Dec.  350.  If 
the  jiu7  givea  a  special  verdict,  finding 
merel/  a  demand  and  refusal,  it  is  not 
aiflkieDt  to  justify  the  entry  of  a  jadg- 
ment,  even  though  the  plaintiff  has 
proTen  that  he  is  the  owner  and  entitled 
to  the  possession,  which  facts  are  also 
ibond  bv  the  jury :  Gordon  v.  Stochdale, 
89  IiuL  240,  245  ;  Ox/ord'$  Cm,  10 
Coke  57  ;  JSiU  v.  CoveU,  1  N.  Y.  522  j 
8.  c.  4  Denio  323  ;  Ecuton  v.  Newman, 
Cro.  Elia.  495  ;  Isaac  v.  Clark,  2  BuUt. 
S06;  B.  c.  Moore  841  ;  1  Boll.  126; 
Mket  V.  Sol^y,  2  Mod.  242.  See 
Goold  on  Pleading,  sect.  166. 

And  the  same  rule  applicable  to  a  jniy 
U  also  applicable  to  a  referee  ;  he  must 
find  an  actual  conversion  and  not  a  mere 
demand  and  refusal  for  the  act  of  con- 
version. He  must  draw  the  inference 
of  coaveraion — the  conclusion  :  Monger 
V.  Heu,  28  Barb.  75. 

That  a  demand  and  refusal  does  not 
eoDstitnte  a  conversion  is  easily  perceived 
in  another  direction ;  as  in  the  case  of 
a  demaod  and  refusal  made  after  suit 
brought.  In  snch  an  instance  they 
nay  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  a  con- 
venioQ  prior  to  the  bringing  of  the  suit : 
Morrit  T.  Pugh,  3  Burr.  124^  ;  Jessop 
V.  MUler,  2  Abb.  App.  Dec.  449  ;  see 
Storm  V  ImngsUm,  6  Johns.  44. 

The  refusal  may  be  so  qualified  as  to 
rebnt  the  presumption  of  a  conversion, 
«id  in  such  a  case  farther  proof  in  sup- 
pott  of  the  allegation  of  conversion  must 
^adduced :  GUlet  v.  Roberts,  57  N.  Y. 
««. 

The  refusal  most  amonnt  to  a  denial  of 
the  demandant's  right :  Hagar  v.  Ban^ 
62  Me.  439 ;  Spooner  v.  Holmes,  12 


Mass.  503 :  Morris  r.  Thomson,  1  Rich. 
(8.  C.)  65  ;  WaU  r.  PbUer,  2  Mason 
77  ;  Mcintosh  v.  Summers,  I  Cranch  C. 
C.  41  ;  Robinson  r.  Burleigh,  5  N.  H. 
225 ;  Thomson  v.  Sixpenny,  5  Bosw. 
293;  Zachary  v.  Pace,  9  Ark.  212; 
Barnes  v.  Taylor,  29  Me.  514  ;  Severin 
T.  KeppeU,  4  £sp.  156  ;  Dent  v. 
ChUts,  5  Stew.  &  Port.  383 ;  26  Am. 
Dec.  350. 

If  the  chattel  has  come  into  or  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  lawfully 
and  the  owner  demand  the  possessioni 
and  the  former  assign  an  unlawful  ex- 
cuse for  retaining  it,  he  thereby  waives 
any  valid  excuse  he  may  have  for  re- 
taining it,  and  the  refusal  it  is  said, 
in  some  eases,  is  not  only  the  eyi- 
denoe  of  a  conversion,  bat  the  conver- 
sion itself.  It  is  true,  a  demand  and 
refusal  is  not  a  conversion,  but  only  evi- 
dence of  one ;  and  the  reason  is,  the 
party  may  have  a  lawful  reason  for  what 
he  did.  Here,  however,  he  states  the 
reason ;  and  it  is  altogether  insufficient ; 
this  refusal  is  without  lawful  excuse,  and 
therefore  without  anything  more,  a  con- 
yersion  of  the  property  to  his  own  use 
O'Donohu  V.  Cor6y,  22  Mo.  396  ;  Hux- 
Uy  V.  HartzeU,  44  Id.  370 ;  Alvord  v. 
Davenport,  43  Yt.  30  ;  Baldwin  v.  Cole, 
6  Mod.  212. 

But  the  doctrine  of  these  cases,  and 
some  others,  is  entirely  untenable,  the 
evidence  can  never  be  substituted  for  the 
fact  necessary  to  be  proven.  Such  a 
rule  **  confounds  cause  and  consequence, 
the  evidence  of  a  fact  with  the  fact  itself. 
It  assumes  that  the  person  demanding 
the  property  is  always  duly  authorized  to 
make  such  demand,  and  that  the  person 
in  possession  is  always  bound  to  know  the 
rightful  owner Dent  v.  Chiles,  5  Stew. 
&  Port.  383  ;  s.  c.  26  Am.  Dec.  350. 

But,  if  the  refusal  do  not  turn  upon 
the  supposed  want  of  authority,  if  the 
party  waives  an  inquiry  into  the  author- 
ity, or  admits  its  sufficiency,  and  puts  his 
refusal  upon  another  and  distinct  ground, 
which  cannot  in  point  of  law,  be  sup- 
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ported,  there  the  refusal,  under  such  cir-  D.  Smith  157 ;  Holbrook  r.  Wight^  S4 

cumstanccs,  is  predumptive  evidence  of  Wend.  169  ;  Mormot  r.  Ibert,  33  Barb, 

convei-sion       Watt  v.  Potter,  2  Mason  24;  Fletcher  v.  Fletcher,  7  N.  H.  452  ; 

78  ;   2   Grcenl.   Ev.  sees.  644,  645.  8.  c.  28  Am.  Doc.  359  ;  Lee  v.  Bobin- 

Contra,  6  Southern  L.  Rev.  834.  son,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  249  ;  Lee  v.  Bayes, 

It  is,  however,  well  settled  by  the  f  18  C.  B.  607  ;  European  4r  Austr*  IL 

uthoritics  that  a  refusal  based  upon  M.  Co,  r,  R,  M.  St.  P,  Co.,  SO  L.  J. 

reasons  asigned  at  the  time,  is  a.  waiver  C.  P.  247  ;  Sheridan  v.  New  Quajf  Co.^ 

of  all  other  excuses,  even  though  valid  ;  4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  618.    Of  course  re- 

and  the  one  making  such  refusal  cannot  fusal  to  deliver  the  property  to  one 

afterwards  insist  upon  any  valid  right  of  whom  the  bailee  knows  to  bo  the  owner 

retention  he  may  have  had  at  the  time  is  a  conversion ;  especially  so  if  the 

of  the  demand  and  refusal.   He  is  bound  bailor  had  obtained  it  wrongfully :  Doty 

to  the  statement  he  makes  at  the  time,  v.  Hawkins,  6  N.  H.  247  ;  s.  o.  25 

and  can  never  urge  another,  unless,  pos-  Am.  Dec.  459  ;  Nickerson  v.  Darrew, 

sibly,  a  new  right  to  him  should  after-  5  Allen  419;   Stanley  v.  Gaylord,  1 

wards  accrue  before  suit  brought.    This  Cush.  536. 

point  clearly  appears  in  the  principal  But  a  bailee  who  asks  time  to  snrrcn- 
case :  Spence  v.  Mitchell,  9  Ala.  744  ;  der  the  property  to  the  bailor  is  not 
Ingalls  v.  Bulkley,  15  111.  224;  O^Don-  guilty  of  a  conversion  :  Dowd  v.  Wads- 
oghue  V.  Corby,  22  Mo.  394  ;  Judah  v.  wortl*.  2  Dev.  (N.  C.)  L.  130  ;  PUlot  v. 
Kemp,  2  Johns.  Gas.  411  ;    Robertson  Wilkiuson,  32  L.  J.  Exch.  201  ;  Wood- 
v.  Crane,  27  Miss.  362  ;  Watt  v.  Potter,  ley  v.  Coventry,  2  H.  &  C.  164  ;  Buxton 
2  Mason  77  ;  Barnes  v.  Taylor,  29  Me.  v.  Baugluin,  6  C.  &  P.  674. 
524.  So  if  a  thing  is  bailed,  and  a  third 
In  the  case  of  a  bailee,  if  he  absolutely  person,  with  the  permission  of  the  bailor, 
refuses  to  deliver  the  chattels  to  the  owner  who  is  entitled  to  reclaim  the  thing,  de- 
on  demand,  or  denies  his  right  to  them,  mands  it  of  the  bailee,  but  gives  no  evi- 
or  assumes  to  be  himself  the  owner,  or  in^  deuce  of  his  right  to  do  so,  the  refusal 
terposes  an  unreasonable  objection  to  of  the  bailee  to  deliver  up  the  thing  upon 
delivering  them,  or  exhibits  bad  faith  in  such  demand,  will  not  amount  to  a  con- 
regard  to  the  transaction,  a  conversion  version  :  Beckley  v.  Howard,  2  Brev.  (S. 
of  the  property  may  be  inferred.    Thus  C.)  94  ;  Ingalls  v.  Bulkley,  15  111.  224. 
where  the  defendant  had  received  chattels  So  a  refusal  after  demand  is  no  con- 
from  A.  without  knowing  who  was  the  version,  if  the  circumstances  show  that 
owner,  but  having  every  reason  to  sup-  it  is  caused  by  a  reasonable  apprehen- 
pose  A.  to  be  the  owner,  and  on  demand  sion  of  the  consequences,  in  a  doubtful 
being  made  by  B.  claiming  to  be  the  matter ;  and  a  refusal  from  a  roisappre- 
owner,  did  not  set  up  any  claim  to  hension  of  the  law  may  be  reasonable, 
them,  nor  dispute  the  claimnant's  right,  and  so  prevent  its  having  the  effect  of  a 
but  stated,  in  substance,  that  he  did  not  conversion  :  Fleteher  v.  Fletcher,  7  N. 
know  the  claimant  was  the  owner  ;  that  H.  452  ;  s.  o.   28  Am.  Dec.  359  ; 
the  property  was  left  by  A.,  and  that  he  Jacoby  v.  Laussatt,  6  S.  &  B.  300 ;  Watt 
desired  the  order  of  his  father,  or  A.,  v.  Potter,  2  Mason  77;  Holbrook  v. 
before  delivering  the  same,  or  an  oppor-  Wight,  24  Wend.  169  ;   St.  John  v. 
tunity  to  confer  with  his  father  in  regard  0*  Connel,  7  Port.  466 ;  Zachary  v.  JFbce, 
thereto;  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  4  Eng.  (Ark.)  212  ;  Ingalls  v.  Bulkley^ 
such  a  refusal  as  amounted  to  a  conver-  13  III.  315. 

sion  of  the  chattels  :  Carroll  v.  Mix,  51  In  the  case  of  a  servant,  it  has  been  said 

Barb.  212  ;  see  Tlotle  v.  Gladding,  2  E.  that  he  does  not  do  his  duty  if  he  gives 
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op  the  goods  hu  niASter  has  entrasted 
him  with,  on  the  demand  of  a  stranger, 
withoat  a  previoos  application  to  his 
mister  for  instmctions.  Therefore,  a 
refusal  by  the  seryant  to  deliver  np  the 
goods  be  has  received  from  his  master, 
without  an  order  or  aathority  from  the 
latter,  is  a  qualified,  reasonable  and 
jostiiiable  refnsal,  and  no  evidence  of 
a  conversion :  Alexander  v.  Southey,  5 
B.  &  Aid.  349 ;  Ifires  v.  SolAay,  S 
Mod.  245.  The  law  gives  the  servant 
the  privilege  of  saying  that  he  received 
the  goods  from  his  master,  and  that  the 
latter  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  ad- 
mittiDg  or  rejecting  the  claimant's  title, 
and  of  giving  instructions  in  the  matter. 
Therefore,  saeh  a  qualified  refusal  is  not 
»  conversion :  Lee  v.  Bayet  or  Robin- 
»i,  18  C.  B.  599  ;  g.  c.  2  Jur.  (N. 
S.)  1093 ;  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  249.  After 
receiving  his  instructions  of  his  master, 
or  after  having  had  an  opportunity  to 
receive  them,  if  he  sets  up  or  relies  upon 
the  master's  title,  and  gives  an  absolute 
Md  unqualified  refhsal  to  deliver  np  the 
goods,  he  is  then  guilty  of  a  conversion 
^  the  goods,  if  the  person  demanding 
them  is  entitled  to  their  immediate  pos- 
•eision:  Lee  v.  Bayes  or  Bobinson, 


tupra.  It  is  a  conversion  for  the  benefit 
of  his  master,  for  which  the  servant  is 
liable:  Cranch  v.  White,  1  Scott  814; 
B.  c.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  414  ;  1  Ho<lKes  61  ; 
Stephens  v.  Elwall,  4  M.  &  S.  259.  8ce 
Perkins  v.  Smithy  1  WiU.  328,  and 
Coffin  V.  Anderson,  4  Blackf.  395,  See 
the  instructive  case  of  Dent  v.  Chiles^  5 
Stew.  &  Port.  383 ;  g.  c.  26  Am.  Dec. 
350  }  6  Southern  Law  Review  837. 

If  the  person  retaining  the  chattel  is 
not  a  mere  executive  agent,  but  has  dis- 
cretionary power,  and  is  a  locum  tenens 
of  the  principal,  as  in  the  principal  case, 
invested  with  all  the  authority  of  his 
employer,  like  the  (iuperintend<>nt  of  a 
factory,  he  is  liable  for  a  refusal ;  Berry 
T.  Vantriesy  12  S.  &  H.  89. 

Nor  can  a  servant,  acquainted  with  all 
the  facts,  shield  himself,  if  he  dispose  of 
the  property  in  accordance  with  his  mas- 
ter's orders:  Gage  v.  Whittier,  17  N. 
H.  312;  Kimball  v.  Billings,  55  Me. 
147. 

Of  course  the  servant  cannot  maintain 
trover  for  his  master's  property :  Tuthill 
V.  Wheeler,  6  Barb.  862  ;  Lehigh  Co,  v. 
Field,  8  W.  &  S.  232. 

W.  W.  Thorntok. 

Crawfordsville,  Ind. 


Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

CONNECTICUT  MUTUAL  LIFE  INS.  CO.  ».  UNION  TRUST  CO. 

^  provision  in  a  state  statute  that    a  person,  duly  authorized  to  practise  physic 
^  sargcry^  shall  not  be  allowed  to  disclose  any  information  which  he  acquired  in 
*|*^ding  a  patient,  in  a  professional  capacity,  and  which  was  necessary  to  enable 
to  act  in  that  capacity,"  is  obligatory  upon  the  courts  of  the  United  States, 
Mtiing  within' that  state,  in  trials  at  common  law. 
^^on  721  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  declaring  that  **  the  laws  of  the  several 
except  where  the  constitution,  treaties,  and  statutes  of  the  United  Stateg 
require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of  decision,  in  trials  at  com- 
^  Uw  m  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  cases  where  they  apply,"  relates  to 
^  ^fttore  and  principles  of  evidence,  and  also  to  competency  of  witnesses,  except 
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as  the  Utter  sabject  may  be  regulated  by  specific  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States. 

To  the  question,  in  an  applicatiou  for  insurance  upon  life,  whether  the  applicant 
had  ever  had  the  disease  of  affection  of  the  liver,"  the  answer  was  No :  Heldy 
that  the  answer  was  a  fair  and  true  one,  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract,  if  the 
insured  had  never  had  an  affection  of  that  organ  which  amounted  to  disease,  that  is 
of  a  character  so  well  defined  and  marked  as  to  materially  disturb  or  derange/or  a 
time  its  vital  functions  ;  that  the  question  did  not  require  him  to  state  every  instance 
if  slight  or  accidental  disorders  or  ailments,  affecting  the  liver,  which  left  no  tracts 
of  injury  to  health,  and  were  unattended  by  substantial  injury,  or  inconvenience,  or 
prolonged  suffering. 

An  exception  to  the  modification  by  the  court,  in  its  general  charge,  of  a  particu- 
lar proposition  submitted  by  one  of  the  parties,  without  stating  specifically  the  mod- 
ification to  which  objection  is  made,  is  too  vague  and  indefinite. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Harlan,  J. — This  is  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  life  insurance 
in  which  a  verdict  and  a  judgment  were  rendered  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  policy  was  taken  out  on  the  21st  of  February  1878,  by  the 
Union  Trust  Company  of  New  York  for  the  benefit  of  the  children 
of  William  Orton  who  might  survive  him.  The  insured  died  on 
the  22d  of  April  of  the  same  year.  In  the  application,  signed  by 
the  trust  company  and  by  Orton,  the  following  question  (the  sev- 
enth) was  propounded  :  "  Have  you  ever  had  any  of  the  following 
diseases?  Answer  (yes  or  no)  opposite  each."  Then  follows  a  list 
of  the  diseases  about  which  the  applicant  was  asked — apoplexy, 
paralysis,  insanity,  epilepsy,  habitual  headache,  fits,  consumption, 
pneumonia,  pleurisy,  diphtheria,  bronchitis,*  spitting  of  blood,  hab- 
itual cough,  asthma,  scarlet  fever,  dyspepsia,  colic,  rupture,  fistula, 
piles,  affection  of  liver,  affection  of  spleen,  fever  and  ague,  disease 
of  the  heart,  palpitation,  aneurism,  disease  of  the  urinary  organs, 
syphilis,  rheumatism,  gout,  neuralgia,  dropsy,  scrofula,  small-poz, 
yellow  fever,  and  cancer  or  any  tumor.  As  to  colic,  fistula,  and 
fever  and  ague,  the  answer  was  Yes,  and  as  to  all  the  other  diseases, 
No.  Being  asked,  in  the  same  question,  to  state  the  number  of 
attacks,  character  and  duration,  of  all  the  diseases  which  he  had 
had,  the  applicant  answered :  Had  fistula  in  1871,  induced  by 
intermittent  fever;  radically  cured." 

The  eighth  question  was :  "  Have  you  had  any  other  illness, 
local  disease,  or  personal  injury ;  and  if  so,  of  what  nature,  how 
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long  since,  and  what  effect  on  general  iiealth  ?"  The  answer  was : 
"Had  colic  for  one  day,  October  1877  ;  no  recurrence;  general 
health  good." 

The  foarteenth  was :  How  long  since  yon  were  attended  by  a 
physician;  in  what  disease?  Give  name  and  residence  of  such 
physician."  The  answer  was:  "October  1877;  for  colic;  Dr. 
Hafibrouck,  of  Dobb*8  Ferry  ;  sick  one  day." 

The  fifteenth  was :  "  Is  there  any  fact  relating  to  your  physical 
condition,  personal  or  family  history,  or  habits,  which  has  not  been 
stated  in  the  answers  to  the  foregoing  questions,  and  with  which 
the  company  ought  to  be  made  acquainted  ?"  The  answer  was : 
"No;  nothing  to  my  knowledge." 

The  sixteenth  was :  Have  you  reviewed  the  answers  to 'the 
above  questions,  and  are  you  sure  they  are  correct  ?"  The  answer 
was,  Yes, 

The  application  concluded  in  these  words  : 
It  is  hereby  declared  and  warranted  that  the  above  are  fair  and 
true  answers  to  the  foregoing  questions ;  *  *  and  it  is  acknowledged 
and  agreed  by  the  undersigned  that  this  application  shall  form  a 
part  of  the  contract  of  insurance,  and  that  if  there  be,  in  any  of 
the  answers  herein  made,  any  untrue  or  evasive  statements,  or  any 
misrepresentations  or  concealment  of  facts,  then  any  policy  granted 
upon  this  application  shall  be  null  and  void,  and  all  payments  made 
thereon  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  company."* 

Upon  the  back  of  the  application  were  several  endorsements, 
u&ong  them  the  following : 

"ftiooFB  OF  Death  required. — Blanks  for  the  several  certifi- 
cates required  to  be  made  in  proof  of  death  will  be  furnished  upon 
request." 

The  policTf  purports  to  have  been  issued  in  consideration  of  the 
representations  and  declarations  made  in  the  application,  and  of 
the  payment  of  the  annual  premium  at  the  time  designated  therein. 
It  purports,  also,  to  have  been  issued  and  accepted  upon  certain 
express  conditions  and  agreements,  among  which  are :  "  That  the 
^swers,  statements,  representations,  and  declarations  contained  in 
or  endorsed  upon  the  application  for  this  insurance — which  applica- 
^Wi  is  hereby  referred  to  and  made  part  of  this  contract — are 
^Wmted  by  the  assured  to  be  true  in  all  respects,  and  that,  if  this 
policy  has  been  obtained  by  or  through  any  fraud,  misrepresentation, 
w concealment,  then  this  policy  shall  be  absolutely  null  and  void." 

Vou  XXXIII.— 8 


58  CONN.  MUT.  LIFE  INS.  CO.  v.  UNION  TRUST  CO. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  insured — due 
notice  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  death  having  been  given.  The 
company  resisted  recovery  upon  two  grounds : 

1.  That  the  answers  to  the  seventh,  eighth,  fourteenth,  and  six- 
teenth questions  were  false  and  untrue,  and  known  to  be  by  Orton, 
in  this :  that  so  far  from  his  general  health  being  good  at  the  time 
of  the  making  and  delivery  of  the  application  and  of  the  issuing 
of  the  policy,  he  had,  for  many  years  immediately  prior  thereto, 
suffered  with  piles,  affection  of  the  liver,  and  habitual  headache, 
and  within  less  than  eighteen  months  prior  to  the  application  had 
been  seriously  ill  for  weeks,  during  which  period  several  physicians 
attended  him ;  that  the  illness  in  October  1877,  continued  for  some 
days ;  that  he  visited  Europe  upon  one  or  more  occasions  for  the 
benefit  of  his  health,  and  by  reason  of  disease  was  much  enfeebled 
in  body;  and  that  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  policy  defendant  did 
not  know  or  have  reason  to  believe  that  said  statements,  answers, 
and  declarations,  or  any  of  them,  were  untrue,  but,  believing  them 
to  be  true,  issued  the  policy;  and  that  by  reason  of  these  facts  it 
was  null  and  void. 

2.  That  in  the  application  it  was  declared  that  the  statements 
therein  were  correct  and  true,  and  that  there  was  not,  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  insured,  any  fact  relating  to  his  physical  condition, 
personal  or  family  history,  or  habits,  not  stated  in  answer  to  the 
questions  in  the  application,  with  which  the  officers  of  the  defendant 
ought  to  be  made  acquainted ;  yet,  he  had  been  and  was  subject  to 
and  afflicted  with  the  diseases  therein  specified ;  had  a  very  serious 
illness  and  been  attended  by  several  physicians ;  was  ill  in  October 
1877,  much  longer  than  stated;  and  had  visited  Europe  for  his 
health ;  which  facts  were  within  his  knowledge,  and  were  material 
circumstances  in  relation  to  the  past  and  present  state  of  his  health, 
habits  of  life,  and  condition,  rendering  an  insurance  on  his  life 
more  than  usually  hazardous  and  with  which  the  officers  of  the 
company  should  have  been  made  acquainted ;  that  these  facts  were 
concealed  from,  and  misrepresented  to,  the  company  by  Orton, 
whereby  it  was  injuriously  influenced,  and  induced  to  omit  such 
examinations  and  precautions  in  reference  to  his  condition  and  health 
as  would  have  prevented  the  issuing  the  policy  upon  the  consider- 
ations and  conditions  therein  set  forth ;  and  that,  by  reason  of  such 
concealment  and  misrepresentation,  the  policy  was  and  is  absolutely 
null  and  void. 
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In  support  of  the  defence,  physicians,  who  had  attended  the 
insured  professionally,  were  examined  as  witnesses ;  and  the  first 
aseignment  of  error  relates  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  permit 
them  to  answer  questions,  the  object  of  which  was  to  elicit  informa- 
tion vhich  would  not  have  been  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  under 
section  834  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  New  York,  bad  the 
action  been  tried  in  one  of  the  oourts  of  the  state.  That  section 
provides  that  a  person,  duly  authorized  to  practise  physic  or  sur- 
gery, shall  not  be  allowed  to  disclose  any  information  which  he 
acquired  in  attending  a  patient,  in  a  professional  capacity,  and  which 
was  necessary  to  enable  him  to  act  in  that  capacity."  It  is  not, 
and  could  not  well  be,  seriously  questioned,  that  the  evidence  ex- 
cluded by  the  Circuit  Couri  was  inadmissible  under  the  rule  pre- 
scribed by  that  section.  Orattan  v.  Metropolitan  Life  Ins.  Co,y 
92  N.  Y.  274;  Same  v.  Same,  80  Id.  281 ;  Pearson  v.  People, 
79  Id.  424 ;  Edington  v.  jEtna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  77  Id.  664 ;  Eding- 
<<m  y.  U^ual  Ins.  Co.,  67  Id.  185. 

But  it  is  suggested  that  truth  and  justice  require  the  admission 
of  evidence  which  this  statutory  rule,  rigorously  enforced,  would  ex- 
clude, and  that  it  can  be  admitted  without  disturbing  the  relations 
of  confidence  properly  existing  between  physician  and  patient ;  that 
it  would  not  afflict  the  living  nor  reflect  upon  the  dead,  if  the  phy- 
sician should  testify  that  his  patient  had  died  from  a  fever,  or  an 
affection  of  the  liver ;  and  that  the  rule,  as  now  understood  and 
applied  in  the  courts  of  New  York,  shuts  out,  in  actions  upon  life 
policies,  the  most  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  existence  of  disease, 
^nd  of  the  cause  of  death.  These  considerations,  not  without 
*^ight,  80  far  as  the  policy  of  such  legislation  is  concerned,  are 
proper  to  be  addressed  to  the  legislature  of  that  state.  But  they 
cannot  control  the  interpretation  of  the  statute,  where  its  words  are 
^  plain  and  unambiguous  as  to  exclude  the  consideration  of  extrinsic 
circumstances-  Since  it  is  for  that  state  to  determine  the  rules  of 
evidence  to  be  observed  in  the  courts  of  her  own  creation,  the  only 
liiestion  is  whether  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  is 
required,  by  the  statutes  governing  its  proceedings,  to  enforce  the 
^"^regoing  provision  of  the  New  York  Code.  This  question  must 
^  answered  in  the  affirmative.  By  section  721  of  the  Revised 
S^tutes,  which  is  a  reproduction  of  the  34th  section  of  the  Judi- 
^'^ry  Act  of  1789,  it  is  declared  that  "  the  laws  of  the  several 
except  where  the  constitution,  treaties,  or  statutes  of  the 
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United  States  otherwise  require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as 
rules  of  decision,  in  trials  at  common  law,  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  in  cases  where  they  apply."  This  has  been  uni- 
formly construed  as  requiring  the  courts  of  the  Union,  in  the  trial 
of  all  civil  cases  at  common  law,  not  within  the  exceptions  named, 
to  observe,  as  rules  of  decision,  the  rules  of  evidence  prescribed  by 
the  laws  of  the  states  in  which  such  courts  are  held.  Potter  y. 
National  Bank,  102  U.  S.  165 ;  Vance  v.  Campbell,  1  Black  427 ; 
Wright  V.  Bales,  2  Id.  636 ;  McNeil  v.  Eolbrooky  12  Pet.  84 ; 
Sims  V.  Hundley,  6  How.  1. 

There  is  no  ground  for  the  suggestion  that  sections  721,  858^ 
and  914  of  the  Revised  Statutes  may  be  construed  as  relating  to 
the  competency  of  witnesses  rather  than  to  the  nature  and  principles 
of  evidence.  While  in  some  of  the  cases  the  question  was  whether 
a  witness,  competent  under  the  laws  of  a  state,  was  not,  for  that 
reason,  under  the  34th  section  of  the  act  of  1789,  a  competent 
witness  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  sitting  within  the  same 
state,  in  others  the  question  had  reference  to  the  intrinsic  nature 
of  the  evidence  introduced.  In  McNeil  v.  Holbrook  the  court 
held  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  sitting  in  Georgia,  to  be 
bound  by  a  statute  of  that  state  declaring,  as  a  rule  of  evidence, 
that  in  all  cases  brought  by  an  endorser  or  assignor  on  any  bill, 
bond,  or  note,  the  assignment  or  endorsement,  without  regard  to 
its  form,  should  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  transfer  thereof ;  the 
bond)  bill,  or  note  to  be  admitted  as  evidence  without  the  necessity 
of  proving  the  handwriting  of  the  assignor  or  endorser.  And  in 
Sims  V.  Hundley,  a  notary*s  certificate,  held  to  be  inadmissible  as 
evidence  under  the  principles  of  general  law,  was  admitted  upon 
the  ground  that,  having  been  made  competent  by  a  statute  of  Mis- 
sissippi, it  was  competent  evidence  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  sitting  in  that  state. 

We  perceive  nothing  in  the  other  sections  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes to  which  attention  is  called  that  modifies  section  721,  except 
that,  by  section  858,  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  whatever  may 
be  the  local  law,  must  be  guided  by  the  rule  that  no  witness  shall 
be  excluded  in  any  action  on  account  of  color,  or  in  any  civil  action 
because  he  is  a  party  to  or  interested  in  the  issue  tried and  by 
the  further  rule,  that,  in  actions  by  or  against  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  guardians,  in  which  judgment  may  be  rendered  for  or 
against  them,  neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify  against  the 
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Other,  as  to  any  transaction  with,  or  statement  by,  the  testator 
intestate,  or  ward,  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by  the  opposite 
party,  or  required  to  testify  thereto  by  the  court."  In  all  other 
respects,"  the  section  proceeds,  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the 
court  is  held  shall  be  the  rules  of  decision  as  to  the  competency  of 
witnesses  in  the  courts  of  the  United  Btates  in  trials  at  common 
law,  and  in  equity  and  admiralty."  As  to  section  914,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  gay  that  it  does  not  modify  section  721  in  so  far  as  the 
latter  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  trials 
at  common  law,  to  enforce — except  where  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  otherwise  provide — the  rules  of  evidence  prescribed  by  the 
laws  of  the  states  in  which  they  sit. 

For  these  reasons,  it  is  clear  that  the  Circuit  Court  properly 
refused  to  permit  physicians  called  as  witnesses  to  disclose  informal 
tion  acquired  by  them  while  in  professional  attendance  upon  the 
insured,  and  which  was  necessary  to  enable  them  to  act  in  that 
capacity. 

The  widow  of  the  insured  having  been  called  as  a  witness  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  it  is  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  not 
allowing  her  to  answer  this  question  :  Did  you  not  understand 
from  your  husband  the  nature  of  the  disease  ?"  That  question,  it 
is  claimed,  called  for  information  derived  from  the  insured  as  to  the 
nature  of  any  disease  under  which  he  may  have  been  suffering  at  a 
particular  time  prior  to  his  application.  If  she  was  a  competent 
^tness,  and  if  the  statements  of  the  insured  to  her  were  admissible 
upon  the  issue  whether  he  had  concealed  any  fact  in  his  personal 
history  or  condition  with  which  the  company  ought  to  have  been 
iDsde  acquainted,  or  upon  the  issue  whether  he  had  made  fair  and 
true  answers  to  the  questions  put  to  him,  still  the  question  did  not 
call  for  his  statements,  but  only  as  to  what  the  witness  understood 
from  him  as  to  the  nature  of  his  disease.  Her  statements  of  what 
she  understood  may  not  have  been  justified  by  what  the  insured 
actually  said,  and  may  have  been  nothing  more  than  the  unwarranted 
(deduction  of  her  own  mind.  The  objection  to  the  question  was 
properly  sustained. 

^his  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  questions  more  directly 
inToIving  the  merits  of  the  case.  The  first  of  these  relates  to  the 
'^fesal  of  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  if  they  "  believe,  on  the 
*^idence,  that  the  insured  ever  had  had  affection  of  the  liver  before 
presentation  to  the  defendant  of  the  application  for  insurance. 
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the  policy  is  void,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  verdict"  This 
instruction  was  refused,  and  the  court,  among  other  things,  said  to 
the  jury,  that  disease  implied  a  substantial  attack  of  illness,  or  a 
malady,  which  had  some  bearing  on  the  general  health  of  the 
insured,  not  a  slight  illness,  or  temporary  derangement  of  the  func- 
tions of  some  organ. 

The  defendant's  request  for  instruction  was  properly  denied,  for 
the  reason  that  it  might  have  been  construed  as  requiring  a  verdict 
for  the  company,  upon  its  appearing  simply  that  the  insured,  prioi 
to  his  application,  had  experienced  a  slight,  temporary  affection  of 
the  liver,  which  had  no  tendency  to  shorten  life,  and  all  the  symp- 
toms of  which  had  disappeared,  leaving  no  traco  whatever  of  injury 
to  health.  The  insured  was  directed  to  answer  Yes  or  No,  as  to 
whether  he  had  ever  had  certain  diseases,  among  which  was  included 
"affection  of  liver."  It  is  difiScult  to  define  precisely  what  was 
meant  by  "  affection  of  livef,"  as  a  disease,  and  the  difficulty  is  not 
removed  by  the  evidence  of  the  only  physician  who  testified  upon 
the  subject.  While  he  would  ordinarily  understand  affection  of  the 
liver  to  mean  some  chronic  disease  of  that  organ,  yet  it  is  not,  he 
says,  strictly  a  medical  term,  but  a  general  expression,  which,  by 
itself,  may  include  acute  as  well  as  chronic  disease  of  the  liver. 
He  describes  it  as  "  a  big  bag  to  put  many  diseases  in,'*  and 
observes  that  it  "  would  cover  anything  in  the  world  the  matter 
with  the  liver."  It  seems  to  the  court,  however,  that  the  company, 
by  its  question,  sought  to  know  whether  the  liver  had  been  so 
affected  that  its  ordinary  operations  were  seriously  disturbed  or  its 
vital  power  materially  weakened.  It  was  not  contemplated  that 
the  insured  could  recall,  with  such  distinctness  as  to  be  able  to 
answer  categorically,  every  instance  during  his  past  life,  or  even 
during  his  manhood,  of  accidental  disorder  or  ailment  affecting  the 
liver,  which  lasted  only  for  a  brief  period,  and  was  unattended  by 
substantial  injury,  or  inconvenience,  or  prolonged  suffering.  Unless 
he  had  an  affection  of  the  liver  that  amounted  to  disease,  that  is, 
of  a  character  so  well  defined  and  marked  as  to  materially  derange 
for  a  time  the  functions  of  that  organ,  the  answer  that  he  had  never 
had  the  disease  called  affection  of  the  liver  was  a  fair  and  true  " 
one ;  for,  such  an  answer  involved  neither  fraud,  misrepresentation, 
evasion,  nor  concealment,  and  withheld  no  information  as  to  his 
physical  condition  with  which  the  company  ought  to  have  been 
made  acquainted.    The  charge,  upon  this  point,  was  in  accordance 
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vith  these  views,  and  no  error  was  committed  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  company. 

There  was  evidence  before  the  jury  tending  to  show  that 
the  insured  visited  Europe  in  1874,  under  the  advice  of  Dr.  Baner, 
a  physician,  and  that  he  was  ill  in  1875  as  well  as  in  the  month  of 
October  1876.  At  the  trial  the  defendant  read  in  evidence,  without 
objection,  the  proofs  of  loss  received  by  it  from  the  Trust  company. 
The  proofs  were  made  on  forms  supplied  by  the  insurance  com- 
pany. Among  them  was  a  certificate  from  Dr.  Baner,  who 
attended  the  insured  in  his  last  illness.  That  certificate  was  made 
np  of  questions  to  and  answers  by  the  physician.  One  of  the 
questions  required  him  to  state  the  remote  cause  of  death  ;  if  from 
disease,  to  give  the  predisposing  cause,  the  first  appearance  of  its 
Bymptoms,  its  history,  and  the  symptoms  present  during  its  progress. 
His  answer  was :  The  fatal  attack  was  preceded  by  severe  and 
protracted  mental  work,  and  by  several  attacks  of  malarial  fever, 
accompanied  in  each  instance  by  considerable  cerebral  engorge- 
ment." He  also  stated,  in  the  certificate,  that  the  immediate  cause 
of  death  was  cerebral  apoplexy ;  that  he  did  not  think  the  insured 
had  any  other  disease,  acute  or  chronic,  or  had  ever  had  any  injury 
or  infirmity ;  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  his  habits,  or  mode  of 
life,  predisposing  him  to  disease,  except  a  tendency  to  overwork. 

Several  instructions  were  submitted  by  the  company  touching 
this  part  of  the  case.  In  the  form  asked  they  were  refused.  But 
Buch  refusal  would  not  constitute  ground  for  reversing  the  judg- 
ment, if  the  propositions  they  involved,  so  far  as  correct,  were  em- 
braced by  the  charge.  The  jury  were  instructed,  upon  the  whole 
<^e,  that  the  insured  warranted  the  truth,  in  all  respects,  of  each 
answer,  statement,  representation  and  declaration  contained  in  the 
application,  which  was  a  part  of  the  policy  ;  that  any  inquiry  as  to 
^eir  materiality,  or  his  good  faith,  was  removed,  by  the  agreement 

the  parties,  from  the  consideration  of  the  court  or  jury ;  that 
truth  of  each  answer  was  an  express  condition  to  the  existence 
<)f  liability  on  the  part  of  the  company ;  and  that  if  the  answers, 
or  any  of  them,  were,  in  fact,  untrue,  the  contract  was  at  an  end, 
although  the  insured,  in  good  faith,  believed  them  to  be  true. 
Tlieir  attention  was  particularly  called  to  the  answer  to  the  eighth 
question  in  the  application,  in  which  the  insured — responding  to 
^J^e  inquiry,  whether  he  had  had  any  other  illness,  local  disease,  or 
Phonal  injury — stated  nothing  more  than  that  "  he  had  colic  for 
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one  day,  October  1877 ;  no  recurrence ;  general  health  good.** 
The  court  said :  Illness  is  a  word  which  may  include,  properly, 
an  attack  of  a  less  grave  and  serious  character  than  a  disease ;  an 
illness  may  be  slight  or  severe;  in  either  case  it  is  an  illness." 
Referring  also  to  a  question  which  required  the  insured  to  state  any 
fact  relating  to  his  physical  condition,  personal  or  family  history, 
or  habits,  not  already  disclosed,  and  with  which  the  company  ought 
to  be  made  acquainted,  the  court — almost  in  the  language  of  defend- 
ant's eighth  request — charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  believed,  on  the 
evidence,  that  the  trip  to  Europe  advised  by  Dr.  Baner,  the  ill- 
ness in  1875,  or  the  illness  in  1876,  or  the  suffering  of  several 
attacks  of  malarial  fever,  accompanied  by  cerebral  engorgement, 
(if  those  attacks  occurred,  or  either  of  them,)- were  facts  relating  to 
the  physical  condition  and  personal  history  of  the  insured,  of  im- 
portance to  the  ascertainment  of  the  condition  of  his  health  at  the 
time  of  his  application,  the  omission  of  those  facts,  or  either  of 
them,  from  the  application,  avoids  the  policy,  and  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  recover."  After  reviewing  all  the  evidence,  the  court 
concluded  its  charge  by  instructing  the  jury  that  if  they  found 
aflSrmatively  that  the  insured  did  not  answer  one  of  these  ques- 
tions truly,  then  there  is  nothing  more  for  you  to  do  except  to  find 
for  the  defendant ;  if  you  find  affirmatively  that  he  was  guilty  of 
concealment  in  his  answer  to  the  fifteenth  question,  then  you  will 
find  for  the  defendant." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  charge — the  most  important  parts  of 
which  we  have  quoted — was  not  one  of  which  the  company  had  any 
reason  to  complain  ;  and  the  plaintiff,  having  recovered  a  verdict, 
makes  no  objection  to  it. 

In  reference  to  that  portion  of  the  charge  referring  to  the  state- 
ments in  the  certificate  of  Dr.  Baner,  made  part  of  the  proofs  of 
loss,  the  point  is  made  that  the  court  erroneously  instructed  the 
jury,  that  they  could  not,  upon  that  certificate — made  without 
cross-examination  and  simply  to  inform  the  company  of  the  death 
of  the  insured — find  as  an  affirmative  fact,  that  the  malarial  attacks 
therein  referred  to  as  the  remote  cause  of  death,  existed. 

Without  determining  whether  this  certificate,  so  far  as  it  assumes 
to  state  the  causes  of  the  death  of  the  insured,  was  required  by  the 
contract  as  a  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  on  the  policy, 
or  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  was  proof  of  all 
the  facts  stated  in  it,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  objection  that 
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the  court,  in  effect,  discredited  that  certificate  as  jyrima  facte  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  stated,  cannot  be  entertained.  No  one  of  the 
requests  for  instructions  submitted  by  defendant  covers  the  precise 
point  now  made,  nor  was  anv  exception  taken,  at  the  time,  to  that 
part  of  the  charge  which,  it  is  claimed,  refers  to  the  certificate  of  the 
attending  physician.  The  only  exception  taken  by  the  defendant 
to  the  charge  was  to  the  charge  of  the  eighth  proposition,  as 
modified  by  the  court  and  embraced  in  his  general  charge."  The 
eighth  proposition  submitted  by  the  defendant  was  given,  in  the 
words  iilready  quoted  from  the  charge,  with  the  modification,  that 
the  jury  were  to  determine,  on  the  evidence,  whether  the  insured 
had  had  the  before- mentioned  attacks  of  malarial  fever,  accompanied 
by  cerebral  engorgement.  That  modification  was  entirely  proper, 
since  it  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to  determine  the  weight  of 
the  evidence.  Gmhman  v.  U.  S.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  70  N.  Y.  77.  If 
thesabsequent  part  of  the  charge,  which  is  now  referred  to  as  dis- 
crediting Dr.  Bauer's  certificate  as  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in 
it,  was  regarded  at  the  trial  as  a  modification  of  the  defendant  s 
eighth  proposition,  or  as  objectionable  in  itself,  the  exception  taken 
should  have  been  more  specific.  The  attention  of  the  court  should 
have  been  called  to  the  particular  point  by  something  more  definite 
thtn  the  general  exception  taken.  Beckwith  v.  Bean,  98  U. 
S.284;  Lmeoln  v.  Clafin,  7  Wall.  132;  McNiU  v.  Turner,  16 
Id.  362;  Beavar  v.  Taylor,  93  U.  S.  46. 

No  error  was  committed  in  overruling  the  instructions  asked  by 
the  defendant,  since  whatever  they  contained  that  ought  to  have 
I^Q  approved,  was  embodied  in  the  charge  to  the  jury. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record  of  which  this  court  can  take 
^^sance,  and  the  judgment  must  be 

Affirmed. 


Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts. 

-  COMMONWEALTH  ».  POMPHRET. 

^  A  dab  of  men  bona  fide  buy  and  own  in  common  a  stock  of  liquors,  to  be 
•^^li^eitd  by  their  steward  onlj  to  actual  members  npon  receipt  of  checks  previously 
obtained  from  him  at  five  cents  each,  such  a  delivery  to  a  member  for  such  checks, 
^.fvk  made,  is  not  an  illegal  sale  by  such  steward,  and  he  is  not  indictable  for 
keeping  liquors  with  intent  to  sell. 

■'^Wwas  a  complaint  for  unlawfully  keeping  liquor  with  intent 
^  ^'1.  Defendant  was  a  member  of  a  club  of  about  one  hundred 
XXXIU.— 9 
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and  fifty  persons,  which  was  organized  several  weeks  before  the 
seizure,  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  its  members  with  refresh- 
ments. The  club  had  the  usual  officers,  and  employed  defendant 
as  steward,  paying  a  certain  sum  per  month  for  his  services  and 
for  the  use  of  the  room  where  the  liquors  were  found.  Each  mem- 
ber upon  joining  the  club  paid  an  admission  fee  of  one  dollar,  and 
received  certificate  of  membership.  The  money  so  obtained  was 
used  in  buying  a  variety  of  liquors  in  the  name  and  as  the  property 
of  the  club.  Checks  were  printed,  each  representing  five  cents, 
and  the  steward  was  required  to  furnish  these  checks  to  members 
in  such  numbers  as  they  were  called  for,  at  the  rate  of  five  cents 
each.  The  steward  took  care  of  the  liquors  of  the  club,  delivered 
them  to  members  as  called  for  and  received  the  price  in  checks. 
The  liquors  seized  were  the  property  of  the  club,  obtained  and 
designed  to  be  used  under  the  above  arrangement,  and  were  in  his 
custody  as  steward. 

At  the  trial  below  defendant  asked  the  court  to  rule  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction.  The  court  declined  so 
to  rule,  but  instructed  the  jury  that,  if  an  association  of  persons, 
of  whom  the  defendant  was  one,  owned  a  quantity  of  intoxicating 
liquors  which  they  kept  under  an  arrangement  to  furnish  them  in 
such  quantities  as  might  be  required,  to  be  drunk  on  the  premises, 
to  such  members  of  the  association  as  should  call  for  them  in 
return  for  checks  which  represented  certain  designated  values,  and 
which  were  obtained  from  the  defendant  as  a  steward  of  the  asso- 
ciation, and  were  paid  for,  when  obtained,  at  a  price  which  they 
purported  to  represent,  and  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  persons 
keeping  these  liquors  for  said  purpose,  and  was  personally  in 
charge  of  them,  furnishing  them  in  return  for  said  checks,  the 
jury  may  find  that  said  liquors  were  kept  by  him  for  unlawful 
sale." 

A  verdict  of  guilty  was  returned,  and  with  defendant's  consent 
the  case  reported  to  this  court. 

Edgar  J.  Sherman^  Atty.-Gen.,  for  the  Commonwealth. 
J.  B.  Carroll,  for  defendant. 

FiHLD,  J. — The  instructions  given  in  their  application  to  the 
facts  in  evidence  do  not  seem  to  us  to  differ  materially  from  the 
instructions  which  were  held  erroneous  in  Oommonwealth  v. 
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Smith,  102  Mass.  144,  except,  in  that  case,  the  court  below  ruled 
that  the  facts  supposed  would  be  a  sale  by  the  defendant,"  and 
in  this  case  the  court  ruled  that  from  the  facts  supposed  the  jury 
may  find  that  said  liquors  were  kept  by"  the  defendant  ''for 
nnlawfiil  sale."  This  change  in  the  ruling  may  have  been  made 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  the  suggestion  found  in  the  opinion  in 
Comrrumwealth  v.  Smithy  that  the  arrangement  described  ^'may 
have  been  a  mere  evasion  of  the  law"  which  "would  be  a  question 
not  of  law  but  fact,  and  would  fall  wholly  within  the  province 
of  the  jury." 

The  legislature  within  the  limitations  of -the  constitution  can  pro- 
lubit,  under  a  penalty,  any  acts  it  sees  fit.  The  meaning  of  the 
statutes  must  be  determined  by  construction,  and  criminal  statutes 
are  to  be  construed  strictly,  although  the  whole  scope  of  the  statutes 
most  undoubtedly  be  considered.  The  legislature  by  the  Pub.  Sts. 
c  100,  sect  1,  has  prohibited  the  "selling,  or  exposing  or  keeping 
for  sale  spirituous  or  intoxicating  liquors,"  except  as  authorized  in 
that  chapter.  It  has  not  undertaken  to  prohibit  the  drinking  or 
buying  of  intoxicating  liquors ;  or  the  distribution  of  it  in  severalty 
among  persons  who  own  it  in  common.  If,  therefore,  two  or  more 
persons  unite  in  buying  intoxicating  liquor,  and  then  distribute  it 
among  themselves  they  do  not  violate  the  statute,  and  the  intent 
with  which  they  do  this  is  immaterial.  If  they  intend  in  this  man- 
ner to  obtain  intoxicating  liquor  to  drink  without  thereby  subject- 
ing any  person  to  the  penalties  of  the.  statutes,  they  still  act  with 
impunity,  because  what  they  do  is  not  prohibited  by  the  statute. 
The  evasion  of  the  law  intended  in  Commonwedlih  v.  Smith,  is  an 
evasion  by  means  of  a  form  or  device  which  is  apparently  legal, 
while  the  substance  of  what  is  done  is  within  the  prohibition  of  the 
statute. 

.  In  that  opinion  it  is  said,  "  If  the  liquors  really  belonged  to  the 
members  of  the  club,  and  had  been  previously  purchased  by  them, 
or  on  their  account,  of  some  other  person  than  the  defendant,  and 
if  he  merely  kept  the  liquors  for  them  and  to  be  divided  among 
them  according  to  a  previously  arranged  system,  these  facts  would 
not  justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  he  kept  and  maintained  a  nui- 
Mce  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  under  which  he  is  indicted. 
There  would  be  neither  selling  nor  keeping  for  sale.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  whole  arrangement  were  a  mere  evasion,  and  the 
substance  of  the  whole  transaction  were  a  lending  of  money  to  the 
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defendant  that  he  might  buy  intoxicating  liquors  to  be  afterwards 
sold  and  charged  to  his  associates,  or  if  he  was  authorized  to  sell 
or  did  sell  or  keep  any  of  the  liquors  with  intent  to  sell  to  any  per- 
sons not  members  of  the  club,  he  might  well  be  convicted."  The 
previously  arranged  system  referred  to  was  similar  in  many  respects 
to  that  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  word  club  "  has  no  very  definite  meaning.  Clubs  are 
formed  for  all  sorts  of  purposes,  and  there  is  no  uniformity  in  their 
constitutions  and  rules.  It  is  well  known  that  clubs  exist  which 
limit  the  number  of  the  members  and  select  them  with  great  care, 
which  own  considerable  property  in  common,  and  in  which  the  fur- 
nishing of  food  and  drink  to  the  members  for  money  is  but  one  of 
many  conveniences  which  the  members  enjoy.  If  a  club  were 
really  formed  solely  or  mainly  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  intoxi- 
cating liquors  to  its  members,  and  any  person  could  become  a 
member  by  purchasing  tickets  which  would  entitle  the  holder  to 
receive  such  intoxicating  liquors  as  he  called  for  upon  a  valuation 
determined  by  the  club,  the  organization  itself  might  show  that  it 
was  the  intention  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors  to  any  person  who 
offered  to  buy  ;  ahd  the  sale  of  what  might  be  called  a  temporary 
membership  in  the  club  with  a  sale  of  the  liquors  would  not  substan- 
tially change  the  character  of  the  transaction.  One  inquiry  always  is 
whether  the  organization  is  bona  fide^  a  club  with  limited  member- 
ship into  which  admission  cannot  be  obtained  by  any  person  at  his 
pleasure,  and  in  which  the  property  is  actually  owned  in  common 
with  the  mutual  rights  and  obligations  which  belong  to  such  com- 
mon ownership  under  the  constitution  and  rules  of  the  club ;  or 
whether,  either  the  form  of  a  club  has  been  adopted  for  other  pur- 
poses with  the  intention  and  understanding  that  the  mutual  rights 
and  obligations  of  the  members  shall  not  be  such  as  the  organiza- 
tion purports  to  create  or  a  mere  name  has  been  assumed  without 
any  real  organization  behind  it. 

The  decisions  of  other  courts  which  are  pertinent,  undoubtedly 
turn  more  or  less  upon  the  particular  language  of  the  statute  con- 
strued. Graff  V.  Davis,  8  Q.  B.  D.  875,  was  decided  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  transfer  of  the  general  or  absolute  pro. 
perty,  but  a  transfer  of  a  special  interest,  as  all  the  members  of  the 
club  were  owners  in  common,  and  that  as  the  club  was  bona  fide  a 
club,  the  furnishing  of  liquors  to  a  member  was  not  a  sale  within 
the  meaning  of  t&e  English  Licensing  Act  of  1872.  Sein  v.  State, 
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55  Md.  567,  was  decided  upon  the  same  general  ground.  In  Richart 
Y.  PeopU,  79  lU.  85,  the  court  saj  that  The  whole  thing  is  a 
sabde  artifice  planned  with  a  view  to  avoid  the  penalties  denounced 
against  persons  violating  the  law."  The  proposition  is  absurd  that 
the  ticket-holders  really  owned  the  liquors  with  which  the  bar  was 
stocked."  The  court  also  say  that  if  the  theory  of  the  defence  were 
adopted,  the  liquors  would  belong  to  the  company  as  partnership 
stock,  and  the  company  would  have  no  more  rightful  authority  to 
sell  to  the  individual  members  or  partners  at  retail,  without  a 
license  to  keep  a  dram  shop,  than  a  mere  stranger  would  have." 

Bat  the  alleged  association  is  a  mere  fiction."  The  statute 
makes  the  giving  away  of  intoxicating  liquors,  or  other  shift  or 
device  to  evade  its  provisions  unlawful  selling."  It  was  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  whether  the  association  was  a  mere  shift  or  device  to 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  law,  and  the  jury  having  found  it  was, 
we  see  no  reason  to  be  dissatisfied  with  the  conclusion  reached." 
In  MarmoTU  v.  State^  48  Ind.  21,  it  was  distinctly  decided  that 
the  delivery  by  the  club  or  society  through  its  agents,  of  beer  which 
was  the  common  property  of  the  society,  to  a  member  of  the 
society,  upon  credit  or  for  cash,  and  which  thereby  became  the 
separate  property  of  the  members  was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Indiana  statute  of  1873.  State  v.  Mercer^  32  Iowa  405  resem- 
bles Marmant  v.  State.  To  the  same  effect  is  Martin  v.  State^  59 
Ala.  34. 

The  decision  in  the  case  at  bar  is  not  to  be  governed  wholly  by 
any  general  definition  of  the  words  sale  "  or  selling."  After 
the  decision  in  OommonweaUh  v.  Smithy  the  St.  of  1875,  ch.  99 
was  passed,  which  is  the  foundation  of  those  provisions  in  the  Pub. 
StB.,  c.  100,  under  which  this  complaint  was  made.  Nothing  is 
contained  in  that  act  or  in  any  subsequent  acts  which  in  terms 
relates  to  clubs  until  the  St  of  1881,  c.  226,  was  passed.  The 
provisions  of  the  public  statutes  prohibiting  the  selling  or  exposing 
or  keeping  for  sale  of  spirituous  or  intoxicating  liquors,  except  those 
derived  from  St.  1881,  c.  226,  are  similar  to  those  contained  in  St. 
1868,  c  141,  which  were  construed  in  Commontvealth  v.  Smith, 
The  statute  of  1881,  c.  226,  is  perhaps  broader  in  its  terms  than 
was  necessary  to  accomplish  its  apparent  purpose,  because  no  doubt 
has  been  expressed  that  a  selling  of  intoxicating  liquors  by  a  club 
to  persons  who  are  not  members  is  an  illegal  sale  under  other 
BtatQtes  unless  the  club  is  duly  licensed  to  make  the  sale.    The  in- 
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tention  of  this  statute,  however,  plainly  is  to  distinguish  between 
clubs  in  those  cities  and  towns  whose  inhabitants  vote  to  grant 
licenses,  and  clubs  in  those  whose  inhabitants  vote  not  to  grant 
licenses,  and  unlicensed  clubs  in  the  former  cities  and  towns  are 
left  to  be  dealt  with  under  other  statutes.  It  must  be  assumed  that 
the  decision  in  Oommontvealth  v.  Smith  was  known  to  the  legisla- 
ture at  the  time  the  existing  statutes  were  passed.  The  inference 
is,  that  the  legislature  intended  that  unlicensed  clubs  in  cities  and 
towns  whose  inhabitants  vote  to  grant  licenses  must  be  dealt  with 
according  to  the  construction  given  by  this  court  to  statutory  pro- 
visions similar  to  those  in  existing  statutes  prohibiting  the  sale, 
exposing  or  keeping  for  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors. 

The  ruling  and  instruction  in  this  case  seems  to  us  to  assume 
that  this  was  bona  fide  a  club  ;  that  the  liquors  were  owned  in  com- 
mon by  the  members  ;  that  they  were  furnished  only  to  members ; 
and  that  they  were  kept  by  the  defendant  as  one  of  the  members 
and  as  steward  of  the  association.  It  does  not  appear  in  the  excep- 
tions in  what  manner  new  members  were  admitted,  except  that  they 
paid  an  admission  fee  of  one  dollar,  but  we  cannot  assume  that  any 
person  could  join  the  association  at  his  pleasure,  and  the  ruling 
and  instruction  are  not  put  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  evi- 
dence that  this  was  an  association  open  to  everybody  at  a  price. 
On  the  assumption  upon  which  we  understand  the  instructions  pro- 
ceed we  think  that  under  the  decision  in  Commonwealth  v.  Smith 
it  was  not  competent  for  the  jury  to  find  the  defendant  guilty. 


New  trial  granted. 
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ABSTRACTS  Of  RECENT  DECISIONS. 

SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES,* 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  ARKANSAS.' 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  KANSAS." 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MAINE.* 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.* 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  JERSEY.* 

Action.   See  Check, 

Attump$it — Money  had  and  received — Privity  of  Contract. — Privity 
of  contract,  express  or  implied,  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received :  Nolan  v.  Manton^  VI  Vroom. 

A  widow  received  from  a  savings  bank  money  deposited  by  her  hus- 
band in  his  own  name.  Letters  of  ad-ministration  on  the  husband's 
estate  were  afterwards  obtained  by  another  person.  In  a  suit  against 
her  by  the  administrator  for  money  had  and  received,  held^  1st.  That 
if  the  defendant  received  the  money  on  an  undertaking  to  pay  it  to  an 
administrator  when  one  should  be  appointed,  or  to  hold  it  for  the 
benefit  of  the  husband's  estate,  the  trust  would  enure  to  the  benefit  of 
the  administrator  when  letters  were  taken  out,  and  thereupon  a  contract 
to  pay  him  would  be  implied,  on  which  he  might  sue.  2d.  That  if  the 
defendant  claimed  the  money  as  her  own  money — demanded  it  of  the 
bank  as  her  own — and  the  officers  of  the  bank  recognising  her  as  the  right 
owner  of  the  money,  paid  it  to  her  as  money  belonging  to  her  in  her 
own  right,  and  she  received  it  as  such  without  any  undertaking  to  hold 
it  for  another,  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  for  the  want  of  privity 
of  contract:  Id. 

Injvngtion  Bond — Final  Decree. — In  a  suit  brought  for  8  perpetual 
injunction  a  right  of  action  does  not  accrue  on  an  undertaking  given  on 
the  issne  of  a  temporary  injunction  or  restraining  order,  until  a  final 
jodgmeDt  in  the  suit  in  which  it  was  issued  is  rendered,  and  a  suit 
con)inenced  on  such  undertaking  before  such  judgment  is  prema- 
tnrely  brought  and  cannot  be  maintained :  Broum  v.  Galena  Mn. 
Oo  ,  32  Kins. 

A  final  judgment  is  one  which  finally  decides  and  disposes  of  the 
^bole  merits  of  the  case,  and  reserves  no  further  question  or  direction 
for  future  or  further  action  of  the  court.  The  voluntary  dismissal  by 
theplaintiflF  of  the  suit  in  which  the  injunction  is  issued  is  a  final  deter- 
QuoatioQ  of  that  suit,  and  determines  the  right  to  sue  on  the  undertaking 

^  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  originiil  opinions 
filed  during  Oct.  Term  1884.    Tlie  cases  will  probably  appear  in  1 12  U.  S.  Rep. 

*  From  B.  D.  Tnmer,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  43  Ark.  Rep. 

'  From  A.  M.  F.  Randolph,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  32  Kans.  Rep 

*  From  J.  W.  Spaulding,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  76  Me.  Rep. 
'  From  John  I^throp,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  137  Mass.  Rep. 
'  From  G.  I>.  W.  Vroom,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  17  Vroom. 
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giyen  on  the  iasuing  of  a  temporary  iDjunotion  as  effectually  as  a  final 
judgment  on  a  trial :  Id, 

Apportionment. 

Interest  on  Notes — Trust  EstcUes, — Interest  due  on  notes  accrues  from 
day  to  day,  and  when  to  be  appropriated  to  income  may  be  apportioned, 
and  unlike  an  annuity  or  dividend,  which  can  be  credited  to  income 
when  payable,  it  is,  when  received,  to  be  credited  to  income  for  the 
time  during  which  it  accrued  :  VeaaU  v.  Forsaith,  76  Me. 

A  part  of  a  trust  estate,  created  by  a  trust  deed,  consisted  of  notes 
due  from  an  estate  which  was  insolvent.  Without  going  through  a 
process  of  insolvency,  after  paying  other  debts  against  the  estate  in  full, 
the  remainder  of  the  property,  by  the  agreement  of  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested, was  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  these  notes,  and  in  considera- 
tion thereof  the  notes,  both  principal  and  interest,  were  discharged, 
though  not  paid  in  full.  Seld,  the  loss  is  to  bo  borne  pro  rata  by  the 
principal  and  interest,  and  the  interest  less  the  loss  thus  ascertained,  is 
to  be  credited  to  the  income  for  the  years  in  which  it  was  earned,  and 
the  remainder  to  the  principal,  except  that  portion  of  the  interest 
earned  before  the  date  of  the  trust  deed,  which  is  to  be  credited  to  the 
principal ;  Id. 

Assumpsit.    See  Action. 
Bank.   See  Check. 
Bills  and  Notes. 

Alteration  of  Note  hy  Endorser  by  axlding  a  Signature  as  Maker — 
Accompanying  Mortgage. — The  addition  of  the  signature  of  a  surety  to 
a  promissory  note,  without  the  consent  of  the  maker,  does  not  discharge 
him :  Mersman  v.  Werges,  8.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

A  mortgage  executed  by  husband  and  wife  of  her  land,  for  the  accom- 
modation of  a  partnership  of  which  the  husband  is  a  member,  and  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  made  by  the 
husband  to  his  partner  and  endorsed  by  the  partner  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, and  to  which  note  the  partner,  before  negotiating  it,  adds  the 
wife's  name  as  a  maker,  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  herself  or 
her  husband,  is  not  thereby  avoided  as  against  one  who.  in  ignorance  of 
the  note  having  been  so  altered,  lends  money  to  the  partnerehip  upoir 
the  security  of  the  note  and  mortgage  :  Id. 

Alteration — Avoidance. — The  material  alteration  of  a  promissory  note 
avoids  the  note  as  to  the  maker  not  consenting  thereto,  even  in  the 
hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder :  Horn     Newton  City  Banky  32  Eans. 

If  a  promissory  note  be  altered  by  substituting  another  payee  for  the 
original  payee,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  one  of  the  makers, 
but  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  other  maker,  such  material 
alteration  releases  from  all  liability  the  maker  not  consenting :  Id. 

Certiorari.    See  Corporation. 

Check. 

Action  against  Bank. — The  holder  of  a  check  on  a  bank  cannot  sue 
the  bank  for  refusal  to  pay  it  on  presentation,  though  the  drawer  have 
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sufficient  on  deposit  to  meet  it :  Creveling  v.  Bloomibwry  Nat  Bank, 
17  Vroom. 

Common  Cabbieb. 

Lm  of  Goods — Agreed  Valvation — Damages, — Goods  delivered  to  a 
cemmoD  carrier  under  a  bill  of  lading  containing  a  stipulation  that  they 
were  shipped  at  an  agreed  valuation  of  a  certain  sum,  and  that,  if  a  loss 
oeearred  for  which  the  carrier  was  responsible,  the  value  of  the  goods 
at  the  time  and  place  of  shipment  was  to  govern  the  settlement,  except 
the  value  of  the  articles  has  been  agreed  upon  with  the  shipper."  The 
carrier  bad  no  knowledge  of  the  value  of  the  goods  except  that  furnished 
by  the  statement  of  the  shipper,  and  the  charge  for  transportation  was 
based  upon  such  valuation.  The  goods  were  lost  by  the  negligence  of 
the  carrier's  servants.  HeUi^  in  an  action  for  such  loss,  that  the  shipper 
waa  estopped  to  claim  more  than  the  agreed  valuation  of  the  goods : 
Gnaxi  v.  Lake  Shore  dc  Mich,  Southern  Railroad ^  137  Mass. 

Constitutional  Law. 

Acquisition  of  Homestead — Conspiracy  to  Prevent — ^The  exercise  by 
acitisen  of  the  United  States  of  the  right  to  make  a  homestead  entry 
upoD  unoccupied  public  lands  and  perfect  his  right  to  Che  same,  is  the 
exercise  of  a  right  secured  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  5508  Rev.  Stat,  making  amenable  to 
peoalty  those  conspiring  to  injure,  oppose,  &c.,  any  citizen  in  the  free 
eiercise  of  such  rights :  United  States  v.  WaddeU,  8.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct. 
Term,  1884. 

Regulation  of  Commerce — Tax  on  Oyster- Boats,*— An  act  assessing  a 
t&x  in  proportion  to  tonnage  on  boats  engaged  in  planting  or  taking 
ojsters  in  certain  localities  is  not  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  as  an  attempt  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  states : 
Johnm  V.  Leper,  17  Vroom. 

The  imposition  of  a  license  fee  upon  all  boats  engaged  in  planting  or 
taking  oysters  in  the  said  places,  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  requirement 
in  the  state  constitution  Chat  property  shall  be  assessed  under  general 
lm  and  by  uniform  rules,  according  to  its  true  value :  Id, 

Oiiizeruh^  of  on  Indian, — An  Indian,  born  a  member  of  one  of  the 
Indian  tribes  within  the  United  States,  which  still  exists  and  is  recog- 
nised as  a  tribe  by  the  government  of  the  United  States,  who  has 
^Inntarily  separated  himself  from  his  tribe,  and  taken  up  his  residence 
among  the  white  citizens  of  a  state,  but  who  has  not  been  naturalized  or 
^ed  or  recognised  as  a  citizen,  either  by  the  United  States  or  by  the 
^^te,  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
ufst  section  of  the  fourteenth  article  of  amendment  of  the  constitution  : 
^^v.  Wilkins,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Regukuion  of  Commerce — Exclusive  Power  of  (7onyr«a«.— Under  Art. 
Mec.  8,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  power  of  Con- 
to  regulate  commerce  among  the  states — inter-state  commerce — 
*bicb  consists,  among  other  things,  in  the  transportation  of  goods  from 
state  to  another,  is  exclusive  :  Hardy  v.  Atchison^  Topeka  and  Santa 
^«  Hailmy  Co,,  32  Kan. 
Vol  XXXm.— 10 
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The  fact  that  Congress  has  not  seen  fit  to  prescribe  any  specific  rules 
to  control  or  regulate  the  transportation  of  goods  from  a  place  in  one 
state  to  a  place  in  another — inter-state  commerce— does  not  empowc  - 
the  states  of  the  Union  to  regulate  such  commerce.  Its  inaction  on  the 
subject,  when  considered  with  reference  to  its  other  legislation,  is  equiva- 
lent to  a  declaration  that  inter-state  commerce  shall  be  free  and  untram- 
melled :  Id. 

Query :  Has  not  Congress  legislated  upon  intehstate  commerce  by  the 
act  of  June  15,  1856,  authorizing  all  railroad  companies  to  transport 
passengers  and  freight  from  state  to  state,  and  empowering  them  to 
receive  and  accept  compensation  therefor  1  Aev.  Stat,  of  U  S.,  sect. 
5258:  Id. 

Contempt.    See  Malicious  Prosecution. 

What  Constitutes. — To  constitute  a  direct  contempt  of  court,  there 
must  be  some  disobedience  to  its  order,  judgment  or  process,  or  some 
open  or  intended  disrespect  to  the  court  or  its  officers  in  the  presence  of 
the  court,  or  such  conduct  in  or  near  the  court  as  to  interrupt  or  inter- 
fere with  its  proceedings,  or  with  the  administration  of  justice :  In  re 
W.  W.  D.  H.,  32  Kan. 

To  constitute  a  constructive  contempt  of  court,  some  act  must  be  done, 
not  in  the  presence  of  the  court  or  judge,  that  tends  to  obstruct  the 
administration  of  justice  or  bring  the  court  or  judge  or  the  administra- 
tion of  justice  into  disrespect:  Id. 

D.  executed  his  recognisance  to  appear  in  the  District  Court  at  a 
certain  term  and  submit  to  a  trial  on  a  criminal  charge  pending  against 
him  in  such  court.  He  did  not  appear  at  such  term,  but  absented  himself 
from  the  county  where  the  court  was  held.  Proceedings  were  taken 
against  him  for  a  contempt,  and  he  was  convicted  and  imprisoned. 
Helfl^  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  charge  against  him  on  which  he  was 
convicted^  did  not  constitute  a  contempt  for  which  he  could  be  punished 
by  fine  or  imprisonment :  Id. 

Contract. 

Sale — Damages  to  Personal  Property — Rights  of  Special  and  Gen- 
eral Owners  to. — A  mower  company,  the  owner  of  a  lot  of  mowing 
machines,  consigned  and  forwarded  them  to  D.,  by  virtue  of  a  contract 
under  which  D.  was  to  pay  the  freight  on  them  and  sell  them  for  a 
specified  commission,  and  account  to  the  company  for  them  at  a  specified 
price.  Held,  1st.  This  contract  did  not  change  the  title  in  the  m}K;hines. 
2d.  D.  had  such  special  property  in  the  machines  as  to  enable  him 
to  maintain  an  action  against  a  carrier  for  a  wrongful  act  to  the 
property,  in  which  he  would  recover,  not  only  his  own  damages,  but 
such  as  accrued  to  the  company  as  general  owners.  3d.  A  sale  of  the 
property  after  the  damage  had  accrued  would  not  transfer  the  claim  for 
,  damages;  Boston  and  Maine  Railroad  Co.  v.  Warrior  Mower  Co. 
76  iMe. 

CORPOBATION. 

President — Power  to  eon/ess  Judgment — Receiver, — The  president  of 
a  corporation  has  no  power,  by  virtue  of  his  office  as  president,  to  execute 
a  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney  for  the  entry  of  a  judgment  by  confea- 
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rioD  agtiost  the  corporation:  Stoket  New  Jersey  Pottery  Co,,  16 
Yroom. 

The  powers  of  the  president  of  a  corporation  over  its  business  and 
property  are  strictly  the  powers  of  an  agent — powers  delegated  to  him 
Dj  the  directors,  who  are  the  managers  of  the  corporation  and  the  per- 
sons ID  whom  the  control  of  its  business  and  property  is  vested :  Id, 

The  president  of  a  corporation,  organized  for  business  purposes^  is  its 
ehief  executive  officer,  and  in  virtue  of  his  office  has  authority  to  per- 
form all  acts  of  an  ordinary  nature  which,  by  usage  or  necessity,  are 
iacideot  to  his  office,  and  may  bind  the  corporation  by  contracts  in  the 
nsiuJ  coarse  of  business.  His  authority  to  act  for  the  corporation  may 
also  be  enlarged  beyond  those  powers  which  are  inherent  in  his  office, 
bat  those  are  cases  where  the  agency  of  the  officer  has  arisen  from  the 
asseat  of  the  directors,  from  their  consent  and  acquiescence  in  permit- 
ting him  to  assume  the  direction  and  control  of  its  business,  and  are 
instances  of  the  application  of  the  principle  that  a  principal  will  be 
liable  for  the  acts  of  his  agent  within  the  apparent  authority  conferred 
npon  him :  Id. 

That  the  president  of  a  corporation  is  the  owner  of  nearly  all  its 
capital  stock,  and  is  its  superintendent  and  treasurer  and  the  active 
manager  of  its  affairs,  and  was  accustomed  to  borrow  money  for  the 
oompan/s  use,  will  give  him  no  power  to  encumber  its  property  by  a 
mortgage  or  judgment  confessed  for  money  borrowed :  Id. 

The  corporation  having  become  insolvent,  its  receiver,  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  creditors,  has  the  capacity  to  take  the  objection  that  a  judg- 
ment against  the  corporation  by  confession  was  not  obtained  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  binding  upon  the  corporation  :  Id. 

UxUtence  questioned  Collaterally — Injunction, — Although  the  exist- 
ence of  corporations  voluntarily  organized  under  general  statutes,  can- 
not be  questioned  collaterally,  yet  if  they  have  resulted  from  fraudulent 
combinations  of  individuals  to  procure  powers,  under  circumstances  and 
for  purposes  not  withio  the  scope  and  purpose  of  legislative  intent,  and 
ooder  shelter  of  their  charter  are  about  to  exercise  powers  oppressive  to 
an  individual,  they  may  be  restrained  by  private  suit  of  those  injured 
or  about  to  be :  Neimeyer  v.  Little  Rock  June,  Railroad,  43  Ark. 

When  the  proposed  action  of  a  railroad  company  in  taking  land  for 
Its  track  is  unauthorized,  chancery  may  restrain  it  by  an  injunction :  Id, 

pcu  Companies — Certiorari — Proceedings  to  Invalidate  Grants  of 
Smifpr  Rights  to  Rival  Companies, — Gas  companies  having  the  right 
to  use  the  streets  of  a  city  for  their  gas  pipes,  may,  by  certiorari,  chal- 
^^Qge  the  legality  of  municipal  proceedings  designed  to  give  similar 
"ght«  to  rival  companies,  and  individuals  owning  the  soil  of  a  street 
also  question  the  claim  of  a  gas  company  to  lay  its  pipes  therein  : 
P^ples  Gas-light  Co.,  v.  Jersey  City,  17  Vroom. 

&cistence —  Collateral  Suit. — If  the  charter  of  a  corporation  provides 
that  the  corporation  shall  cease  to  exist  if  a  certain  thing  is  not  done  in 
^  Certain  time,  the  question  whether  the  corporation  has  ceased  to  exist 
be  judicially  determined  only  in  a  suit  to  which  the  Commonwealth 
^  ^  party :  Briggs  v.  Cape  Cod  Ship  Canal  Co,,  137  Mass. 

Court. 

^han^  Court — Decree  of — Not    Questioned   Collaterally.  —  A 
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decree  of  the  Orphans'  Court,  granting  letters  of  administration,  founded 
on  a  petition  and  proofs,  presenting  a  colorable  case,  of  the  decease  of 
the  alleged  intestate,  and  as  to  his  residence,  cannot  be  called  in  ques- 
tion in  a  collateral  proceeding:  Plume  y.  Hotoard  Sav,  Ins.^  17 
Vroom. 

Criminal  Law.   See  Wttness. 

Carrying  Weapon, — On  the  trial  of  a  defendant  for  carrying  a  pistol 
as  a  weapon,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  pistol  was  loaded  : 
State  V.  Wardlato,  43  Ark. 

Former  Conviction,  toJien  a  Defence, — A  former  conviction  is  a  bar 
to  any  offence  of  which  the  defendant  might  have  been  convicted  under 
the  indictment  and  proof  in  the  first  case.  And  so  when  a  defendant 
has  been  convicted  under  a  valid  indictment  for  unlawfully  selling 
liquor,  and  under  proof  of  several  different  sales  in  a  given  time,  and  the 
state  made  no  election  as  to  which  it  would  prosecute,  the  conviction  is 
a  bar  to  a  subsequent  indictment  for  any  sale  to  the  same  party  within 
the  same  time :  State  v.  XunneUy,  43  Ark. 

Eusband  and  Wife — Coercion, — The  laws  of  Kansas  do  not  presume 
that  a  wife  who  unites  with  her  husband  in  the  commission  of  a  crime 
acts  under  his  coercion.  On  the  contrary,  the  laws  of  Kansas  presume 
that  all  persons  of  mature  age  and  sound  mind  act  upon  their  own  voli- 
tion and  are  responsible  for  their  acts.  The  question  whether  a  wife 
acted  under  the  coercion  of  her  husband  or  not  is  a  question  of  fact, 
which  should  in  all  oases  be  left  to  the  jury.  State  of  Kan$as  v.  ^en- 
dricJcs,  32  Kan. 

Domicile. 

Student — Rendence — Presumption, — Bodily  presence  and  an  intention 
by  the  student  to  remain  in  such  a  place  only  because  a  student,  or  only 
as  long  as  a  student,  do  not  confer  domicile  ;  the  intention  must  be  more 
than  to  make  the  place  a  temporary  home,  or  student's  home  merely ; 
it  must  be  an  intention  to  establish  an  actual,  real  and  permanent  home 
in  such  a  place ;  to  remain  there  for  an  indefinite  period,  regardless  of 
the  duration  of  the  college  course  :  Sanders  Y,Getchell^  76  Me. 

The  presumption  is  against  a  student's  right  to  vote  in  such  place,  if 
he  comes  to  college  from  out  of  town.  His  calling  the  place  his  home, 
or  believing  it  to  be  his  home,  does  not  legally  make  it  such.  It  is  not 
his  view  of  the  facts  that  governs  ;  the  facts  themselves  govern  the 
question.    Each  case  must  depend  upon  its  peculiar  facts  :  Id, 

Easement. 

Proof  of. — To  an  action  for  maintaining  an  artificial  structure  on  the 
defendant's  land  in  such  a  manner  that  rain  water  which  fell  on  the 
roof  of  the  structure  was  thrown  on  the  plaintiff's  land,  the  defendant 
set  up  a  right  by  prescription  to  have  the  water  so  flow :  Held^  that  the 
burden  of  proof  was  on  the  defendant  to  show  an  open,  continuous,  and 
adverse  use  of  such  servitude  ;  and  that  the  burden  was  not  sustained 
by  proof  that  the  artificial  structure  had  been  in  the  same  condition  for 
more  than  twenty  years :  Hooten  v.  Barnard,  137  Mass. 

If  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  proves  an  invasion  of  his  rights  by  the 
defendant,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  at  least  nominal  damages  :  Id. 
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Elections.    See  MandamuB. 
EviDENGX.    See  Expert 

Law  of  Other  State — Judgment  of  Justice, — Matters  of  practice  in 
aoother  state  may  be  proved  by  tbe  testimoDj  of  lawyers  skilled  in  the 
laws,  usages  and  practice  of  tbe  state  :  Blackwell  v.  GIoms,  43  Ark. 

A  joBtice's  judgment  from  another  state  can  not  be  proved  by  a  certi- 
fied copy  of  his  minutes  like  a  certified  transcript  from  a  court  of  record. 
The  original  minutes  must  be  produced,  or  a  copy  verified  by  the  testi- 
mony of  witnesses  who  have  compared  it  with  the  original :  Id. 

EXXOUTOBB  AND  AdIONISTIIATOBB. 

0|pfn%  Account, — If  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
partner  in  a  firm  has  made  a  settlement  with  the  surviving  partners,  and 
bis  aeeouDt,  including  the  amount  received  from  such  settlement,  has 
been  allowed  by  the  Probate  Court,  that  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
open  the  account,  upon  the  petition  of  the  successor  of  such  administra- 
tor, to  which  the  surviving  partners  only  are  made  respondents,  on  the 
ground  that  the  settlement  was  induced  by  the  fraud  of  the  surviving 
partners:  Blake  v.  Ward,  137  Mass. 

Expert. 

OjpmonM  of  Non-profestional  Witness, — Non-professional  witnesses, 
having  sufficient  opportunities  of  observing  a  person  alleged  to  be  insane, 
or  son  empos  mentis,  may  give  their  opinions  as  to  his  sanity  or  mental 
ooodition  as  the  result  of  their  personal  observation,  after  first  stating 
(he  facts  which  they  observed  :  Boughman  v.  Buughman^  32  Kan. 

Husband  and  Wm,   See  Criminal  Law. 

Injunction.    See  Corporation. 

luited  hy  Court  without  Jurisdiction, — A  writ  of  injunction  issued  in 
smaUer  over  wbich  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  is  void,  and  no  one  is 
bound  to  obey  it :  WiUeford  v.  State,  43  Ark. 

Judgment.    See  Corporation;  Evidence. 

Limitations,  Statute  or. 

AehmoledpneTU — Qualified  Promise — Payment  of  hy  One  Joint 
Promuee. — From  an  unqualified  acknowledgment  of  a  subsisting 
debt  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  wbich  will  obviate  the  bar  of 
the  statute ;  but  if  there  be  anything  in  the  admission  to  repel  the 
inference  of  a  promise  to  pay,  no  promise  will  be  implied,  and  the  ac- 
knowledgment will  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover ;  and  if  the 
acknowledgment  be  coupled  witb  a  promise  which  is  qualified  or  condi- 
tional, neither  the  acknowledgment  nor  the  promise  will  be  available 
^less  the  condition  has  been  performed,  or  the  event  happened,  by 
which  the  promise  is  qualified  :  Parker  v.  Butterworth,  17  Vroom. 

Defendant,  a  joint  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  in  a  letter  written  to 
fbe  plaintiff,  admitted  tbat  he  signed  the  note  as  surety  :  "  It  would  be 
lopoasible  for  me  to  pay  the  note  at  this  time  ;  therefore  I  shall  be  a 
Jbottsand  times  obliged  to  thee  if  thee  will  allow  it  to  rest  until  John  " 
(the  other  maker)    or  I,  or  both^  are  in  better  condition  to  liquidate 
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it  Heldy  to  be  a  qualified  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay  when  his 
oircaiDBtances  had  so  improved  that  he  had  the  ability  to  pay,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  make  the  promise  available  without  affirmative 
proof  of  the  substantial  fulfilment  of  the  condition  :  Id, 

A  payment  on  account  by  one  joint  promissor  will  not  remove  the  bar 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against  a  co-promissor  in  whose  favor  the 
statute  had  attached  when  the  payment  was  made  :  Id, 

Whitcomby,  FFAiVtny  approved  and  explained.  ChanneU  v.  Diichlmrn^ 
5  M.  &  W .  494,  and  Goddard  v.  Ingi  am^  Q.  B.  839,  disapproved  : 
Id, 

Malicious  Pboseoution. 

Advice  of  Counsel. — In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  where  the 
defendant  claims  that  he  acted  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  it  is  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  fact,  that  the  attorney  and  counsellor  whose 
advice  was  sought  was  the  attorney  in  a  civil  suit  to  recover  of  this 
laintiff  the  sum  alleged  in  the  criminal  proceeding  to  have  been  em- 
ezzled,  made  the  attorney  an  improper  person  to  consult — whether  he 
was  carrying  on  the  suit  under  such  circumstances  and  with  such 
motives  as  prejudiced  him  and  rendered  him  unfit  to  give  fair  and  im- 
partial advice  in  the  premises  :  Watt  v.  Corey,  76  Me. 

Action  for  Arrest  on  Civil  Process —  Contempt, — An  action  for  dam- 
ages does  not  lie  against  a  plaintiff  for  the  arrest  upon  civil  process  of  a 
defendant,  who  was  at  the  time  privileged  from  arrest  as  a  witness 
(without  a  writ  of  protection)  returning  home  from  court.  The  remedy 
consists  in  an  application  for  a  discharge  from  arrest ;  the  most  expedi- 
tious mode  being  by  summary  motion  to  the  eourt  or  some  judge 
thereof :  Smith  v.  Jones,  76  Me. 

A  person  ordering  an  arrest  of  a  witness  upon  civil  process,  may  be 
punished  for  contempt  of  court  for  interference  with  its  business  :  Id. 

MoRTGAQX.    See  Bills  and  Notes, 

What  a  sufficient  Record — Notice. — The  deposit  of  a  mortgage  by  the 
mortgagee  in  the  recorder's  office  for  record,  the  endorsement  on  it  by 
the  clerk,  of  the  date  of  filing,  and  the  putting  of  it  in  the  place  in  the 
office  where  unrecorded  mortgages  are  kept  for  record,  are  sufficient 
to  affect  with  notice  all  who  subsequently  deal  with  the  property, 
though  the  mortgagee  do  not  expressly  direct  it  to  be  recorded,  and  the 
endorsement  do  not  say  filed  "  for  record  Case  v.  Hargadine,  43 
Ark. 

A  mortgage  is  filed  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  when  it  is 
delivered  to  the  proper  officer,  and  by  him  received  for  the  purpose  of 
being  recorded ;  and  his  neglect  to  make  the  proper  endorsement  upon 
it,  or  to  record  it,  will  not  prejudice  the  mortgagee  :  Id. 

Municipal  Corporation. 

Power  to  License  Drays — Police  Regulation — TaaxUion, — The  power 
to  regulate  wagons,  drays,  &o.,  conferred  by  the  Municipal  Corporations 
Act  of  March  9th  1875,  includes  the  power  to  license  as  a  means  of 
regulating :  Fort  Smith  v.  Ayers,  43  Ark. 

A  license  fee  demanded  by  a  municipal  corporation  for  running  a 
dray,  when  imposed  as  a  mere  police  regulation  and  not  as  a  measure 
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for  runng  revenue,  is  not  a  tax  upon  an  occupation,  but  a  conipensation 
for  issniDg  the  license,  for  keeping  the  necessary  record  and  for  mnnioi- 
pal  saperrision  over  the  business :  Id, 

If  a  license  upon  an  occupation  is  so  large  as  to  have  been  manifestly 
imposed  by  a  city  for  the  sole  or  main  purpose  of  revenue,  it  is,  in  effect, 
ft  tax  upon  the  owner  or  his  property,  and  not  within  the  power  con- 
ferred by  the  statute  :  Id. 

Neolioence.    See  Master  and  Servant;  Railroad. 
Pabtnership. 

Purchate  hy  Partner  from  Firm, — One  partner  may  acquire  title  to 
partnership  property  by  purchasing  from  the  copartnership,  and  if  the 
purchase  is  not  made  with  the  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  the 
creditors  of  the  copartnership,  and  the  property  purchased  is  such  as  is 
exempt  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution  under  the  statutes  of  the  state, 
may  hold  it  as  against  creditors  of  the  copartnership  :  Burton  v.  Baum, 
32  Eans. 

Railroad.    See  Corporation,, 

Damages — 7Vi«/ces  for  Bondholders — New  Corporation — Inability.— 
Where  trustees  of  the  bondholders  are  in  possession  and  operating  a 
railroad,  aoder  a  mortgage  for  the  security  of  bondholders,  they  are  liable, 
to  the  extent  of  funds  received  by  them  in  operating  the  road,  to  keep 
the  road,  buildings  and  equipments  in  repair,  furnish  such  new  rolling 
stock  as  is  necessary,  pay  the  running  expenses  and  apply  the  balance 
to  the  payment  of  any  damages  arising  from  misfeasance  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  road,  and  after  that  to  the  mortgage,  as  the  rights  of  the 
parties  may  require.  A  claim  for  damages  to  property  by  fire,  commu- 
nicated by  a  locomotive  while  passing  along  its  track  at  a  time  when  the 
road  was  in  the  possession  of  and  operated  by  such  trustees,  does  not 
depend  upon  proof  of  malfeasance  or  negligence,  but  is  an  incident  to 
the  running  of  the  road,  and  may  be  considered  a  part  of  the  running 
expenses,  and  is  therefore  an  equitable  lien  upon  the  funds  liable  in  the 
hands  of  the  trustees  :  Stratton  v.  European  and  North  American  Rail- 
way,  76  Me. 

Where  such  trustees  have  paid  and  conveyed  to  a  new  corporation, 
formed  by  the  bondholders,  any  such  funds  upon  which  there  was  such 
*  lien  to  that  extent  the  new  corporation  would  be  liable  in  equity  to 
the  person  suffering  the  damage  :  Id, 

In  such  case  the  bill  should  contain  averments  that  at  the  time  of  the 
*Weged  injury  and  demand  for  payment,  the  trustees  had  in  their  hands 
or  under  their  control  any  such  funds,  or  that  they  subsequently  con- 
veyed any  such  funds  to  the  new  corporation  :  Id, 

Receiver.    See  Corporation. 

Removal  of  Causes. 

parable  Controversy —  What  is  not. — The  fact  that  separate  answers 
^Cfe  filed  which  raised  separate  issues  in  defending  against  one  cause 
0^  action,  does  not  create  separate  controversies  within  the  meaning  of 
secood  clause  of  Sect.  2,  of  the  Act  of  March  3d  1875.  They 
'""P'j  present  different  questions  to  be  settled  in  determining  the  rights 
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of  the  parties  in  respect  to  the  one  cause  of  action  for  which  sait  was 
brought :  Ayres  v.  WisivaU,  S.  0.  0.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Taxation.    Sec  Municipal  Corporation. 

Trustees. 

Exercise  of  JudgrMut — Repairs, — Where  a  trust  deed  requires  the 
trustees  to  care  for,  manage  and  keep  the  trust  property  according  to 
their  best  judgujent/'  it  is  their  discretion  which  the  grantor  con- 
fided in  and  not  that  of  the  court.  If  not  exercised  in  good  faith  the 
court  may  interfere,  but  not  otherwise.  It  is  for  the  trustees  to  decide 
whether  repairs  shall  be  temporary  or  permanent :  Veazie  v.  Forsaith, 
76  Me. 

Trial. 

Interpretation  of  Contract — Subtnisdmi  to  Jury, — It  is  the  province 
of  the  jury  lo  find  what  words  were  used  and  the  meaning  of  them, 
where  an  oral  bargain  is  made.  But  the  court  may  inform  the  jury 
what  interpretations  of  the  language  used  would  be  possible  and  per- 
missible, and  the  jury  must  determine  the  meaning  within  the  limits 
prescribed :  Connor  v.  76  Me. 

A  judge  may  withhold  a  case  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  when 
there  is  no  evidence  upon  which  they  can  in  any  justifiable  view  find  for 
the  party  producing  it,  upon  whom  the  burden  of  proof  is  imposed  :  Id. 

It  is  not  enough  to  require  submission  to  a  jury,  that  there  may  be  a 
crumb  or  scintilla  of  evidence.    It  must  be  evidence  of  legal  weight :  Id. 

Trover. 

Refusal  to  Deliver, — An  unqualified  refusal  to  deliver  goods  to  an 
owner  upon  demand,  by  one  in  whose  custody  they  were  left  by  an 
officer  who  had  talcen  them  without  authority,  is  a  ground  for  an  aotion 
in  trover :  Staie  v.  Stevenson^  17  Vroom. 

Will. 

Omission  of  Child. — Under  a  statute  providing  that  a  child  uninten- 
tionally omitted  from  a  will  should  take  a  pro  rata  share  the  child  is 
not  entitled,  if  the  omission  of  a  child  from  his  father's  will  is  inten- 
tional, although  the  testator  would  not  have  entertained  such  intention 
but  for  a  mistake  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  matters  outside  of  the  will : 
Hurley  V.  O^SuUivan,  187  Mass. 

Witness.   See  Expert. 

Reputation — Evidlence, — Evidence  of  the  character  and  present  repu- 
tation for  truth  of  a  witness  is  admissible  to  rebut  evidence  of  his  con* 
viction  of  crime :  Gertz  v.  Fitchhurg  R.  R,  Co,,  137  Mass. 

Evidence  is  inadmissible,  to  rebut  evidence  of  the  conviction  of  a 
witness  of  crime,  that  he  was  innocent  of  the  crime,  and  in  explanation 
of  his  conviction  :  Id. 


THE 

ilERICANLAW  REGISTER. 


FEBRUARY  1885. 


REFORMATION  IN  EQUITY  OF  CONTRACTS  VOID 
UNDER  THE  STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

0?  all  the  points  where  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  may 
come  into  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the 
one  indicated  by  the  title  of  this  article  is  perhaps  the  most  import- 
ant as  it  is  certainly  the  most  disputed.  It  is  a  well-known  principle 
that  equity  will  relieve  against  the  consequences  of  fraud,  accident 
or  mistake.  But  suppose  that  the  relief  proposed  necessitates  the 
reconstruction  of  an  instrument  of  writing  which,  on  its  face,  is  void, 
as  not  fulfilling  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  Will  equity  with- 
draw it  from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  reform  it  upon  parol 
evidence,  and  then  decree  its  specific  performance  ? 

It  is  believed  that  there  are  only  two  classes  of  cases  where 
this  direct  conflict  can  occur:  (1)  Where  the  written  agreement, 
as  it  stands,  is  too  large;  that  is,  where  the  parol  evidence 
introduced  to  throw  light  upon  the  transaction  shows  that  the  con- 
tract, through  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  is  made  to  include  more 
in  its  subject-matter  than  was  originally  intended  by  the  parties, 
and  where  the  relief  demanded  is  the  rescission  of  the  agreement 
M  to  this  extraneous  matter  and  its  specific  performance  upon 
lines  conforming  to  the  real  meaning  of  the  parties :  (2)  Where 
the  written  agreement,  as  it  stands,  is  too  narrow — where  it  does 
not  embody  all  the  elements  of  the  original  contract,  whether  as  to 
Bubject-matter  or  other  provisions.    And  this  will  also  include  the 
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case  of  un  agreement  hopeless  under  the  statute,  in  consequence 
of  defects,  omissions  or  obscurities.  In  regard  to  the  first  class, 
it  seems  to  be  generally  admitted  that  since  the  acceptance  of  parol 
evidence  to  correct  and  reform  it  does  not  make  a  new  contract, 
but  only  narrows  one  already  made,  it  does  not  materially  conflict 
with  the  statute.  But  in  regard  to  the  second  class  of  cases,  it  is 
contended  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  admission  of  oral  testimony 
to  enlarge  the  agreement  to  the  full  measure  intended  by  the  parties 
would  be,  in  effect,  to  create  a  new  contract  out  of  elements  previ- 
ously resting  in  parol,  by  making  it  include  a  subject-matter  not 
otherwise  within  its  scope,  and  that  under  such  circumstances  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  is  conclusive  and  irrefragible.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  urged  that  it  lies  within  the  general  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
equity  to  reform  and  enforce  all  agreements  defective  or  imperfect 
through  fraud  or  error.  Here  there  occurs  a  decided  conflict  of 
authorities.  One  line  of  decisions  holds  that  while  parol  evidence 
may  be  admissible  in  the  first  class  of  cases  mentioned  above,  it 
must  be  strictly  confined  thereto.  Another  series  of  cases  holds 
that  parol  evidence  is  alike  to  be  entertained  in  either  class  of 
cases.  The  decisions  are  not  to  be  reconciled — they  can  only  be 
placed  side  by  side.  And  it  will  be  expedient  first  to  review  the 
cases  upholding  the  strict  application  of  the  statute,  and  then  those 
to  the  contrary. 

Among  the  former  class  of  cases,  the  most  important  and  authori- 
tative is  that  of  Glass  v.  Sulburt,  102  Mass.  24,  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Massachusetts.  The  opinion  is  by  Wells,  J.,  and  the  fol- 
lowing is  an  abridgment  of  it :  The  relief  prayed  for  was  that  the 
contract  (for  the  sale  of  land)  should  be  made  to  include  a  certain  por- 
tion of  the  tract  which  had  been,  through  fraud  or  mistake,  omitted 
from  the  conveyance  already  made.  The  opinion  begins  by  stating 
the  general  jurisdiction  of  equity  courts  in  cases  of  fraud  and  mis- 
take, which  is  even,  at  times,  concurrent  with  the  remedy  at  law,  but 
is  always  administered  with  reference  to  certain  recognised  rules  and 
principles  of  chancery  jurisprudence  and  often  restricted  by  provi- 
sions of  positive  law.  If  there  exists  merely  an  oral  contract,  in 
such  a  case,  then  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  a  perfect  bar,  and  there 
can  be  no  remedy  except  rescission.  If  there  has  been  a  part  per- 
formance-of  the  agreement,  then,  according  to  the  general  principles 
of  equity,  the  case  will  be  removed  from  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
But  (1)  payment  of  the  whole  consideration  is  not  a  sufficient  perform- 
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anee  for  this  purpose ;  nor  (2)  is  possession  under  a  defective  agree- 
ment; nor  (3)  a  conveyance  only  of  a  portion  of  the  land,  for  that  is 
in  direct  disregard  and  implied  disavowal  of  the  oral  contract.  The 
coart  then  shows  that  to  grant  the  relief  demanded  by  the  plaintiff 
would  be  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land,  for  which  there  exists  no  memorandum,  note,  or  other  evi- 
dence in  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith.  Can 
this  be  done  ?  The  power  to  rectify  deeds  and  other  instruments  in 
writing  exists  in  this  court  under  one  of  two  statutory  clauses — that 
which  confers  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  or 
that  which  provides  for  relief  in  chancery  where  there  is  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law.  But  this  power  will  always  be  exercised  in  subor- 
dination to  statutory  provisions.  Among  such  provisions  is  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  This  statute  is  not  a  mere  rule  of  evidence, 
but  a  positive  restriction  upon  judicial  authority  in  affording  reme- 
dies. It  requires  the  contract  to  be  substantiated  by  some  writing, 
and  the  fact  that  the  want  of  such  writing  is  occasioned  by  fraud, 
accident  or  mistake,  is  not  a  material  circumstance,  unless  superior 
equities  intervene  which  will  estop  the  defendant  to  set  up  the  statute. 
"Where  the  proposed  reformation  of  an  instrument  involves  the  spe- 
cific performance  of  an  oral  agreement  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds; 
or  where  the  term  sought  to  be  added  would  so  modify  the  instru- 
ment as  to  make  it  operate  to  convey  an  interest  or  secure  a  right 
which  can  only  be  conveyed  or  secured  through  an  instrument  in 
writing,  and  for  which  no  writing  has  ever  existed,  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  such  a  proceeding,  unless  the  plea 
of  the  statute  can  be  met  by  some  ground  of  estoppel,  to  deprive 
the  party  of  the  right  to  set  up  that  defence/'  Accident  or  mistake 
will  not  alone  constitute  such  estoppel.  There  must  also  be  a 
change  of  condition  or  position,  made  on  the  faith  of  the  contract, 
with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence,  actual  or  implied,  of  the 
other  party,  and  without  redress  if  the.  agreement  is  defeated. 
Where  courts  of  equity  reform  instruments  and  make  them  opera- 
tive, it  is  because  the  oral  agreement  is  binding,  though  imperfectly 
reduced  to  writing.  But  this  is  not  the  case  where  the  oral  agree- 
nient  fells  under  the  statute.  If  the  statute  intervenes,  and  the 
writing  is  imperfect,  it  is  the  same  as  if  no  writing  in  fact  existed, 
lender  the  other  head — fraud — if  the  party  has  changed  Ms  rights, 
It  would  be  a  fraud  to  set  up  the  statute  against  him,  and  therefore 
it  is  not  allowed.    But  this,  again,  supposes  part  performance. 
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Fraud  in  the  preparation,  form  or  execution  of  the  instrument,  only 
applies  where  the  writing  is  perfect  on  it«  face  and  satisfies  the 
sts^tute ;  e.  g.y  where  an  absolute  deed  is  declared  a  mortgage. 
"  Fraud  may  destroy  a  title  or  right  acquired  by  its  means,  but  it 
has  no  creative  force.  It  will  not  confer  title.  In  the  absence 
of  a  legal  contract  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  it  will  not 
establish  one,  nor  authorize  the  court  to  declare  one  by  its  decree." 

The  tendency  of  the  human  mind,  when  fraud  and  injustice  are 
manifest,  is  to  strain  every  point  to  compass  its  defeat,  and  to 
render  full  redress  to  the  party  upon  whom  it  has  been  practised. 
This  influence  has  led  to  decisions  in  which  the  facts  of  the  par- 
ticular case  were  regarded  more  than  the  considerations  of  public 
policy  upon  which  the  statute  is  founded  and  entitled  to  be  main- 
tained. Courts  have  sometimes  regarded  it  as  a  matter  of  judicial 
merit  to  wrest  from  under  the  statute  all  cases  in  which  the  linea- 
ments of  fraud  in  any  form  were  discernible.  But  the  impulse 
of  moral  reprobation  of  deceit  and  fraud,  however  commendable 
in  itself,  is  liable  to  mislead  if  taken  as  the  guide  to  judicial 
decrees.  *  *  *  We  are  satisfied  that,  upon  principle,  the  convey- 
ance of  land  cannot  be  decreed  in  equity  by  reason  merely  of  an 
oral  agreement  therefor,  against  a  party  denying  the  agreement 
and  relying  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
of  change  of  situation  or  part  performance  creating  an  estoppel 
against  the  plea  of  the  statute.  This  rule  applies  as  well  to  the 
enforcement  of  such  an  agreement  by  way  of  rectifying  a  deed  as 
to  a  direct  suit  for  its  specific  performance.  We  are  satisfied, 
also,  that  this  is  the  rule  to  be  derived  from  a  great  preponderance 
of  the  authorities."  Glass  v.  Hulburt,  102  Mass.'  24.  See  also 
Pierce  v.  Colcord,  113  Id.  372. 

The  next  case  in  importance,  and  one  entirely  in  accordance  with 
the  foregoing,  is  JElder  v.  Elder^  10  Me.  80.  There  the  plaintiff 
sought  to  add  certain  terms  to  the  written  agreement,  but  this  was 
held  to  be  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  court 
holds  the  following  language :  It  is  one  thing  to  limit  the  effect  of  an 
instrument,  and  another  to  extend  it  beyond  what  its  terms  import. 
A  deed  by  mistake  conveys  two  farms  instead  of  one.  If  the  suf- 
fering party  is  relieved  in  such  a  case  by  a  court  of  chancery,  fall 
effect  is  not  given  to  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument.  But  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  prescribe  what  effect  shall  be  given  to 
contracts  in  writing ;  it  leaves  that  to  be  determined  in  courts  of 
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law  and  equity.  A  deed  conveys  one  farm  when  it  may  be  proved 
by  parol  that  it  should  have  conveyed  two.  Here  equity  cannot 
relieve  without  violating  the  statute.  To  do  so,  would  be  to  enforce 
a  contract,  in  relation  to  the  farm  omitted,  without  a  memorandum 
in  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  or  by  his  authorized 
agent.  These  are  distinctions,  which  may  be  fairly  taken,  between 
the  case  cited  from  New  York  {GHUespie  v.  Moon^  2  Johns.  Ch.  585), 
where  the  plaintiff  sought  to  be  relieved  from  the  undue  operation  of 
a  deed  which  conveyed  too  much,  and  the  case  before  us,  where  the 
prayer  of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  a  contract  in  writing  may  be  so  extended 
by  parol  testimony  as  to  embrace  more  land  than  the  contract  covers. 
Bat  whether  this  court,  sitting  as  a  court  of  equity,  would  receive 
parol  evidence  of  a  mistake  in  a  deed,  to  restrain  its  operation,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  decide.  There  may  be  a  great  appearance  of 
quity  in  such  a  proceeding ;  but  it  may  admit  of  question  whether 
more  perfect  justice  would  not  be  administered  by  holding  parties 
to  abide  by  their  written  contracts  deliberately  made  and  free  from 
fraud.  As  far  as  this  rule  has  been  relaxed  by  the  clear,  unequivo- 
cal, and  settled  practice  of  chancery,  we  are  doubtless  bound  by  it 
in  administering  that  of  our  system,  but  we  are  not  disposed  to 
adopt  any  new  or  doubtful  exceptions  to  so  salutary  a  rule  Mder 
V.  Elder  10  Maine  80.  See  also  2  Wharton  on  Evidence,  §§  904, 
1024. 

In  a  later  case  in  the  same  court,  the  description  of  the  land  was 
fonnd  to  be  defective,  and  specific  performance  was  refused,  on  the 
ground  of  the  statute :  Jordan  v.  Fay^  40  Maine  130. 

Another  case  following  in  the  same  line  is  found  in  the  Connec- 
ticut reports :  Osbom  v.  PhelpSj  19  Conn.  63.  The  facts  were  as 
follows :  A.  and  B.  made  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land,  and* 
separate  writings  were  drawn  up  for  their  respective  signatures, 
one  for  A.  as  the  vendor,  and  the  other  for  B.  as  purchaser ;  but 
by  a  mistake  the  former  was  signed  by  B.  and  the  latter  by  A. 
And  consequently  neither  of  the  papers  presented  the  true  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.  The  papers  did  not  refer  to  each  other  in  such  a 
way  that  they  could  be  connected.  The  court  held  that  there 
could  be  no  reformation  of  this  contract ;  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  establish:  (1)  that  the  con- 
tract had  been  reduced  to  writing,  and  (2),  that  it  was  9igned  by 
the  party  to  be  charged.  Failing  this,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  inter- 
venes peremptorily  and  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained.    The  deci- 
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sion  of  the  court  rested  principally  on  Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sch.  & 
L,  22,  and  Elder  v.  Elder,  supra.  One  justice,  however,  dis- 
sented. He  seems  to  predicate  his  views  upon  a  strong  anxiety  to 
preserve  intact  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  courts  in  matters  of  fraud, 
accident,  and  mistake,  and  to  have  been  influenced  by  Gillespie  v. 
Moon,  (cited  below),  though  admitting  the  latter  case  to  be  con- 
trary to  the  preponderance  of  authority.  But  he  bases  his  deci- 
sion on  grounds  entirely  foreign  to  this  question. 

The  courts  of  Michigan  also  contribute  their  support  to  this  side 
of  the  doctrine.  In  a  decision  there  rendered,  ( CUmer  v.  Hovey, 
15  Mich.  18),  it  is  held  that  equity  may  prune  down  a  land  contract 
which  includes  a  larger  subject-matter  than  was  originally  intended 
by  the  parties,  but  that  nothing  can  be  supplied  or  added,  on  parol 
evidence,  to  a  contract  too  narrow,  or  void  under  the  statute.  The 
sole  ground  assigned  is  the  statute  itself.  The  principle  of  equita- 
ble estoppel  is  also  recognised.  The  court  relies  upon  the  note  to 
Woollman  v.  Heam,  cited  below,  and  Elder  v.  Elder.  Again,  in 
a  later  case,  It  is  not  the  policy  of  courts  of  equity  to  enlarge 
the  exceptions  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Where  parties  see  fit  to 
neglect  the  means  it  provides  for  putting  their  agreements  into  a 
form  which  will  prevent  disputes,  they  must  usually  be  content  to 
trust  to  each  other's  promises,  and  not  ask  the  courts  to  relieve 
them  against  the  consequences  of  their  own  carelessness  Web- 
ster V.  Gray,  37  Mich.  87. 

In  a  somewhat  similar  case  the  writing  produced  contained  no 
sufficient  description  of  the  land  to  be  conveyed,  but  it  appeared 
that  a  subsequent  verbal  agreement  between  the  parties  fixed  it 
accurately.  But  the  court  refused  to  reform  the  contract,  stating 
that  courts  of  equity  will  not  ordinarily  compel  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  with  variations  or  additions,  or  new  terms 
to  be  made  and  introduced  into  it  by  parol  evidence,  for  in  such  a 
case  the  attempt  is  to  enforce  a  contract  partly  in  writing  and 
partly  by  parol,  and  courts  of  equity  deem  the  writing  to  be  higher 
proof  of  the  real  intentions  of  the  parties  than  any  parol  proof  can 
generally  be,  independently  of  the  objection  which  arises  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds      Whiteaker  v.  Vanschoiack,  6  Oreg.  113. 

A  New  York  case  holds  that  the  defendant  in  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  may  set  up  in  defence,  by  parol  evidence,  that  the 
contract  does  not  express  the  true  intent  of  the  parties,  through 
fraud)  surprise,  or  mistake ;  but,  by  implication  at  least,  refuses 
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the  same  privilege  to  a  party  complainant :  Be$t  y,  Stato^  2  Sandf. 
Ch.  p.  *298.  Other  cases  are  cited  in  the  note:  Dennis  v. 
Dennis,  4  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  307 ;  Brook$  v.  Wheelock,  11  Pick. 
439;  MiUer  v.  Ohetwood,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  Rep.  199 ;  Nurse  v.  Sey- 
www,  IS  Beav.  254  ;  WooUam  v.  Hearn^  7  Ves.  Jr.  211. 

Finally,  in  the  ^'  Leading  Cases  in  Equity  "  there  is  found  a  very 
able  note  to  WooUam  v.  Heam^  by  the  American  editor,  discussing 
the  whole  subject  of  written  instruments  as  yaried  or  affected  by 
parol,  including  the  doctrine  now  under  consideration.  The  note  is 
too  long  to  be  more  than  briefly  mentioned  here.  But  it  contains  an 
elaborate  review  of  all  the  authorities  on  the  subject,  approves 
Glan  V.  Eulburtj  distinguishes  Gillespie  v.  Moon^  and  its  general 
trend  is  strongly  in  &?or  of  supporting  the  statute :  Leading  Cases 
in  Equity,  Vol.  IL,  Pt.  L,  p.  944  et  seq.  See  particularly  pp. 
994-5-*. 

But  there  is  also  an  imposing  array  of  authorities  on  the  other 
side  of  the  question.  And  in  the  first  place,  the  case  of  Glass  v. 
EMurt  has  been  often  and  seriously  assailed.  Pomeroy  thinks 
tbat  the  allowance  of  reformation  of  the  contract,  in  such  cases,  is 
not  only  supported  by  a  great  preponderance  of  judicial  opinion, 
but  is  in  entire  accordance  with  the  fundamental  principles  of 
equity  jurisprudence ;  and  he  obviates  the  force  of  Glass  v.  Hul- 
burt  by  showing  that  at  the  time  that  decision  was  rendered  the 
equity  jurisdiction  of  the  Massachusetts  and  Maine  courts  was  very 
limited,  being  conferred  entirely  by  statute,  and  that  it  was  the  re- 
peated declaration  of  those  courts  that  they  could  not  and  would 
not  extend  their  jurisdiction,  thus  defined,  by  implication  :  2  Pom- 
eroy's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  §  866  et  seq.  This  answer,  however, 
is  scarcely  satisfactory,  since  the  only  question  is,  whether  or  not 
the  jurisdiction  of  any  court  of  equity  can  be  large  enough  to  work 
a  virtual  repeal  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  leading  case  in  favor 
of  the  equity  side  of  the  question  is  Gillespie  v.  Moon^  mentioned 
above.  The  decision  was  rendered  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  1817. 
Here  the  premises  to  be  conveyed  were  described,  in  the  written 
^eement,  by  metes  and  bounds,  adding  the  clause  200  acres, 
more  or  less,*'  and  the  bounds  given  enclosed  a  tract  of  250  acres. 
The  bill  was  for  a  reformation  of  the  contract,  to  make  it  include 
only  the  200  acres  originally  intended.   The  chancellor  says : 

Whether  snch  [parol]  proof  be  admissible  on  the  part  of  a  plain- 
^  who  seeks  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  in  writing,  and 
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at  the  same  time  seeks  to  vary  it  by  parol  proof,  has  been  made  a 
question."  But  the  court  firmly  inclines  to  the  opinion  that  it  is 
so  admissible :  Gillespie  y.  Moon^  2  Johns.  Ch.  585.  But  note 
that  this  case  is  held  not  inconsistent  with  Elder  v.  Elder^  suprUj 
since  it  limits  the  effect  of  an  instrument,  but  does  not  seek  to 
extend  it  beyond  what  its  terms  import. 

Following  this  comes  another  decision  by  the  same  eminent 
jurist:  Keuselbrack  v.  LivinghtoUy  4  Johns.  Ch.  144.  After 
noticing  the  English  doctrine,  that  parol  proof  is  admissible,  in 
such  cases,  in  favor  of  a  defeiidanty  but  not  in  behalf  of  a  plaintiff 
seeking  specific  performance.  And  why  should  not  the  party 
aggrieved  by  a  mistake  in  the  agreement  have  relief  as  well  where 
he  is  plaintiff  as  where  he  is  defendant.  It  cannot  make  any  dif- 
ference in  the  reasonableness  and  justice  of  a  remedy  whether  the 
mistake  was  to  the  prejudice  of  one  party  or  the  other.  If  the 
court  has  a  competent  jurisdiction  to  correct  such  mistakes  (and 
that  is  a  point  understood  and  settled),  the  agreement,  when  cor- 
rected and  made  to  speak  the  real  sense  of  the  parties,  ought  to  be 
enforced  as  well  as  any  other  agreement  perfect  in  the  first  instance. 
It  ought  to  have  the  same  efiBcacy  and  be  entitled  to  the  same  pro- 
tection, when  made  accurate  under  the  decree  of  the  court,  as  when 
made  accurate  by  the  act  of  the  parties.*' 

Again,  In  Elder  v.  Elder  it  is  said,  ^  a  deed  conveys  one  farm 
when  it  may  be  proved  by  parol  that  it  should  have  conveyed  two. 
Here  equity  cannot  relieve  without  violating  the  statute.'  And  it 
is  thus  attempted  to  distinguish  that  case  from  Oille$pte  v.  Moan, 
where  the  deed  conveyed  too  much  land.  If  this  position  rests 
upon  the  provisions  of  the  Maine  statute,  it  is  well  enough.  But 
we  cannot  accede  to  it  as  the  true  rule  of  chancery  jurisprudence, 
to  be  derived  from  the  adjudged  cases  in  England  and  America. 
In  our  opinion,  a  court  of  equity  is  competent  to  correct  and  reform 
any  material  mistake  in  a  deed  or  other  written  agreement,  whether 
the  mistake  be  the  omission  or  insertion  of  a  material  stipulation ; 
and  whether  it  be  made  out  by  parol  testimony,  or  be  confirmed  by 
other  more  cogent  proo&.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  contracts 
within  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds TiUon  v.  THUotiy 
9  N.  H.  392.    Affirmed  in  Bellows  v.  Stone,  14  Id.  175. 

Again,  it  is  held  that  where  the  evidence  of  mistake  is  clear  and 
free  from  doubt,  there  exists  no  reason  why  the  court  should  not 
correct  the  agreement  and  then  decree  its  specific  performance  as 
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corrected :  Mo9by  v.  Wall^  23  Miss.  81.  And,  "  there  certainly 
can  be  no  doabt  now  that  it  is  competent  to  a  party  in  a  court  of 
equity  to  offer  parol  evidence  of  a  mistake  in  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing relating  to  lands,  to  have  it  rectified,  and  then  specifically  exe- 
Gated  as  rectified.  Cases  establishing  a  contrary  doctrine  may 
readily  be  found,  but  these  were  repudiated  by  Chancellor  Kent, 
who  permitted  the  parol  proof  to  be  offered  establishing  the  mistake, 
reformed  the  agreement  according  to  the  proof,  and  specifically 
executed  it  as  reformed PhilpoU  v.  Elliott,  4  Md.  Ch.  273. 
And  again,  Nothing  is  better  settled  in  this  state  than  that  not 
only  can  the  ambiguities  of  a  written  instrument  be  explained  by 
parol,  but  it  may,  in  the  same  manner,  be  varied,  added  to,  or  even 
contradicted  where  it  is  shown  that  but  for  the  oral  stipulations 
made  at  the  time,  the  party  affected  would  not  have  executed  it 
(Mey  V.  Phila.  ^  Che»ter  R.  R.  Co,,  80  Pa.  St.  370. 

One  of  the  broadest  and  most  sweeping  opinions  is  reported  from 
Georgia.  After  giving  an  emphatic  endorsement  to  Qillespie  v. 
Mom,  "we  hold  that  parties,  whether  plaintiffs  or  defendants, 
whether  seeking  to  set  aside  and  cancel  an  agreement,  or  reform 
and  enforce  it,  can  be  relieved,  as  well  on  account  of  mistake  as 
fraud.  It  would  be  monstrous  to  suppose  that  the  arm  of  the 
judiciary  of  Georgia  was  too  short,  or  too  weak,  to  reach  and 
relieve,  provided  the  contract  variant  from  the  true  one  could  once 
be  got  into  writing !"  Rogers  v.  Atkinson,  1  Kelley  24-5. 
Airmed  in  Wall  v.  Arrington,  13  Ga.  91. 

Judge  Stoey  gives  the  following  views :  But  the  case  intended 
to  be  put  differs  from  each  of  these.  It  is  where  the  party  plaintiff 
seeks,  not  to  set  aside  the  agreement,  but  to  enforce  it  when  it  is 
reformed  and  varied  by  the  parol  evidence.  A  very  strong  incli- 
nation of  opinion  has  been  repeatedly  expressed  by  the  English 
courts,  not  to  decree  a  specific  performance  in  this  latter  class  of 
cases ;  that  is  to  say,  not  to  admit  parol  evidence  to  establish  a 
mistake  in  a  written  agreement,  and  then  to  enforce  it,  as  varied 
and  established  by  that  evidence.  On  various  occasions  such  relief 
has,  under  such  circumstances,  been  denied.  But  it  is  extremely 
difiSculty  to  perceive  the  principles  upon  which  such  decisions  can 
be  supported,  consistently  with  the  acknowledged  exercise  of  juris- 
diction in  the  court  to  reform  written  contracts,  and  to  decree  relief 
thereon.  In  America,  Chancellor  Kent,  after  a  most  elaborate 
Jonsideration  of  the  subject,  has  not  hesitated  to  reject  the  distinc- 
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tion  as  unfounded  in  justice,  and  has  decreed  relief  to  a  plaintiff 
standing  in  the  precise  predicament:"  1  Story's  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence, §  161. 

Finally,  we  quote  from  a  well-known  writer  on  equity.  "  The 
principles  which  underlie  the  theory  advocated  by  the  Massa- 
chusetts court,  if  carried  out  to  their  legitimate  results,  would  work 
a  virtual  revolution  in  equity  jurisprudence,  would  confine  its  most 
salutary  remedial  functions  within  very  narrow  limits,  and  would 
overturn  doctrines  which  have  been  regarded  as  settled  since  the 
earliest  periods  of  the  jurisprudence.  They  would  greatly  abridge 
the  remedy  of  reformation ;  they  would  prevent  the  court  from 
establishing  and  enforcing  parol  contracts  which  the  defendant's 
actual  fraud  had  prevented  from  being  put  into  writing ;  and,  in 
fact,  these  principles  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  doctrines  upon 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enforce  parol  contracts  in  cases 
of  part  performance  is  vested.  The  Statute  of  Frauds  is  no  real 
obstacle  in  the  way  of  administering  equitable  remedies  so  as  to 
promote  justice  and  prevent  wrong.  Equity  does  not  deny  nor 
overrule  the  statute ;  but  it  declares  that  fraud  or  mistake  creates 
obligations  and  confers  remedial  rights  which  are  not  within  the 
statutory  prohibition ;  in  respect  of  them,  the  statute  is  uplifted 
2  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  867. 

Of  course  it  is  everywhere  understood  that  any  act  distinctly 
amounting  to  a  part  performance  of  the  agreement  takes  the  case 
out  of  the  statute. 

H.  Campbell  Black. 

SaiDt  Paul,  Minn. 


RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

Higli  Court  of  Justice  ;  Queen* 8  Bench  Division, 
SHAW  V,  PORT  PHILLIP  AND  COLONIAL  GOLD  MINING  CO. 

The  secretary  of  a  joint-stock  company  issued  a  share  certificate  which  purported 
to  be  signed  by  a  director  and  by  the  secretary,  and  bore  the  seal  of  the  compaoy. 
The  director's  signature  was  forged  and  the  seal  had  been  improperly  affixed.  It 
was  the  regular  and  authorized  duty  of  the  secretary  to  have  transfers  registered, 
to  procure  the  preparation,  execution,  and  signature  of  certificates  with  all  requisite 
and  prescribed  formalities,  and  to  issue  them.  The  plaintiff,  to  whom  the  shares 
were  transferred  by  ihe  person  to  whom  the  forged  certificate  was  issued,  applied 
to  the  company  to  have  the  shares  registered  in  hip  name.  The  company  refused  to 
register  them  on  the  ground  that  the  certificate  was  forged. 

Ueldj  that  the  company  baring  made  it  the  duty  of  their  secretary  and  within  tha 
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Kope  of  bis  anthoritjr  to  warrant  the  genuiDcness  of  the  certificates  he  issued,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  shares  from  tlie  compnoy. 

Spbcial  case,  of  which  the  following  are  the  material  facts : 

On  December  Ist  1880,  Thomas  Glcdhill  bought  through  the 
plaintiff,  as  his  broker,  200  of  the  defendant  company's  shares,  and 
the  plaintiff  received,  as  baying  broker  from  the  selling  brokers,  a 
transfer  of  forty  shares,  signed  by  a  Mr.  Schofield,  accompanied 
by  the  certificates  of  the  shares,  and  a  transfer  of  160  shares, 
signed  by  a  Mr.  Purchase,  the  company's  then  secretary,  also 
accompanied  by  what  purported,  and  in  all  respects  appeared,  to  be 
regularly  signed  certificates  oi  those  shares. 

In  January  1881,  Gledhill  deposited  the  aforesaid  transfers  and 
certificates  at  the  company's  offices  in  London  with  the  said  Mr. 
Parcbase,  the  company's  secretary,  and  requested  that  the  company 
shodd  register  him  as  proprietor  of  the  said  200  shares,  and  issue 
him  a  certificate  for  the  said  shares  in  the  usual  way. 

On  March  16th  1881,  a  certificate,  or  what  purported  to  be  a 
certificate,  of  the  said  200  shares,  and  of  the  registration  thereof, 
was  forwarded  by  the  company's  secretary  to  Gledhill. 

This  certificate  purported  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  directors 
and  by  Mr.  Purchase,  the  secretary,  and  bore  the  seal  of  the  com- 
pany, and  was  in  the  usual  and  authorized  form  in  all  respects. 

It  was  part  of  the  regular  and  authorized  duty  of  the  said  Mr. 
Purchase,  as  the  company's  secretary,  to  receive  and  examine  trans- 
fers and  certificates  of  shares,  to  have  transfers  registered  to  procure 
the  preparation,  execution,  and  signature  of  certificates  with  all 
requisite  and  prescribed  formalities,  and  thereupon  to  issue  them  to 
the  persons  entitled  to  receive  them. 

By  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company  it  is  provided  that 

the  secretary  shall  keep  in  safe  custody  the  books  and  the  com- 
mon seal  of  the  company,  affixing  the  seal  of  the  company,  or 
allowing  its  use  to  such  documents,  and  on  such  occasions  only,  as 
»  he  is  authorized  and  required  to  affix  it,  or  allow  it  to  be  used  by 
the  board  of  directors  by  resolution  duly  passed."  By  a  resolution 
of  the  board  of  directors  duly  passed,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
Beal  be  only  used  in  the  presence  of  either  the  chairman  or  deputy- 
chairman  ;  and  that  certificates  of  shares  be  signed  by  one  direc- 
tor, the  secretary,  and  the  accountant."  At  the  time  of  issuing 
the  certificate  in  question  J.  W.  Purchase  was  both  secretary  and 
accountant. 
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The  company  in  March  1881,  paid  a  dividend  to  Gledhill  upon 
the  200  shares,  by  check  signed  by  the  secretary  and  two  direc- 
tors of  the  company.  Gledhill  subsequently  deposited  the  certifi- 
cate for  the  200  shares  with  the  plaintiff,  who  was  his  stockbroker, 
by  way  of  security  for  any  moneys  which  might  become  due  from 
him  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  December  1882,  the  plaintiff  gave  the  company  notice  that 
the  certificate  for  200  shares  had  been  so  deposited  with  him  as 
security.  He  was  then  informed  by  the  company  that  there  was  no 
such  number  of  shares  standing  in  GledhilFs  name  in  their  books  ; 
that  the  signature  of  the  director  appended  to  the  certificate  was 
forged,  and  the  seal  of  the  company  was  affixed  thereto  without 
the  knowledge  or  authority  of  any  one  of  the  directors.  Neither 
Gledhill  nor  the  plaintiff  had,  up  to  the  date  of  such  communica- 
tion, any  knowledge  or  ground  for  suspecting,  that  the  certificate 
was  not  a  genuine  document. 

Gledhill  subsequently  executed  what,  in  form,  was  a  legal  trans- 
fer of  the  200  shares  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  left  such 
transfer  with  Mr.  Matthias,  the  present  secretary  of  the  company , 
with  a  request  that  the  200  shares  should  be  registered  in  his  name, 
pursuant  to  such  transfer.  The  company  declined  to  register  the 
transfer,  or  to  recognise  the  plaintiff's  title  to  any  of  the  said  shares, 
except  the  aforesaid  forty,  as  to  which  they  were  willing  to  recog- 
nise his  title. 

The  question  for  the  court  was  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  good 
title,  as  against  the  company,  to  the  said  160  shares.  If  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  was  in  the  affirmative,  judgment  was  to  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  those  shares. 

R,  0.  B.  Laney  for  the  plaintiff. 

Moultoriy  for  the  defendants. 

Stephen,  J. — The  question  we  are  asked  is  whether  the  plain- 
tiff has  a  good  title,  as  against  the  company,  to  the  shares  in 
question.  The  whole  matter  turns  on  the  following  facts  : — A 
certificate  was  issued,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  bases  his  title.  The 
certificate  was  in  the  usual  and  authorized  form ;  it  bore  the  seal 
of  the  company,  and  purported  to  be  signed  by  one  of  the  directors 
and  by  the  secretary.  It  was  issued  by  the  secretary  from  the 
company's  office.    On  the  strength  of  this  certificate  a  formal 
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transfer  of  the  shares  to  the  plaintiff  was  executed  by  Gledhill,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  he  now  has  a  good  title.    The  facts,  which 
are  not  very  clearly  stated  in  the  case,  appear  to  be  that  the  sec- 
retary did  sign  the  certificate,  and,  without  any  authority,  aflSxed 
the  seal  of  the  company,  which  was  in  his  custody,  and  either  him- 
self forged  the  signature  of  the  director,  or  procured  it  to  be  forged, 
and  finally  issued  the  certificate.    That  being  so,  it  is  admitted,  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited,  that,  if  there  had  merely  been  a  false  issue  of  the 
certificate  in  the  absence  of  the  directors,  it  would  have  bound  the 
company.   But  it  is  contended  that  the  present  case  differs  from 
those  referred  to,  because  the  director's  name  was  forged,  and  the 
secretary  carried  out  his  fraud  by  means  of  forgery.    How  does 
this  fact  make  any  difference  ?    It  is  said  that  it  does  so,  because 
no  decision  has  ever  yet  given  validity  to  a  forged  document.    It  is 
asserted  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  forgery  and  other  fraud, 
bat  I  fail  to  see  that  it  is  so.    A  director  is  to  sign  every  certificate, 
and  certain  other  formalities  are  to  be  observed.    These  formalities 
had,  in  the  present  case,  apparently  been  observed.    It  is  the  duty 
of  the  secretary  to  see  to  the  registration  of  transfers,  to  procure 
the  preparation,  execution,  and  signature  of  certificates  with  all 
requisite  and  prescribed  formalities,  and  then  finally  to  issue  the 
certificate.    His  duties  clearly  give  him  the  opportunity  of  forg- 
ing. The  person  who  receives  the  certificate  knows  whether  he 
received  it  from  the  secretary,  but  he  cannot  verify  the  due  obser- 
Tance  of  the  other  formalities.    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  com- 
pany have  made  it  part  of  the  duty  of  the  secretary,  and  within 
the  scope  of  his  authority,  to  warrant  the  genuineness  of  each  cer- 
tificate he  issues,  and  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  our 
judgment. 

Mathew,  J.  — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  contended  by 
the  plaintiff  that  the  company  is  responsible  for  the  fraud  of  their 
Agent.  I  cannot  doubt  but  that  what  was  done  was  within  the 
scope  of  their  secretary's  employment.  It  cannot  be  intended, 
^here  formalities  are  laid  down  to  be  observed  in  the  issuing  of 
certificates,  that  it  should  be  incumbent  on  the  person  receiving  a 
certificate  to  ascertain  for  himself  whether  the  formalities  really 
have  been  complied  with.  I  think,  therefore,  the  secretary  must 
be  the  company's  agent  to  warrant  the  genuineness  of  the  signa- 
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tures  on  the  certificates.  I  cannot  see  any  distinction  between  for- 
gery and  other  fraud,  which,  it  has  been  contended  exists. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff. 


Ever  since  the  celebrated  **  Schuyler 
Fraad  cases"  the  law  of  America  has  been 
considered  settled  on  the  point  involved 
in  our  principal  case.  There,  as  is  well 
known,  Robert  Schuyler,  an  officer  of 
the  New  York  and  New  Haven  Railroad 
Co.,  fraudulently  issued  stock,  over- 
issued beyond  the  amount  of  the  capital 
stock,  which  various  parties  received  in 
good  faith,  and  the  company  were  held 
responsible  to  the  holders  for  damages 
thereby  sustained,  the  certificates  them- 
selves being  held  void  and  of  no  value, 
as,  in  fact,  they  represented  nothing : 
N.  y.  ^  N.  H,  Railroad  Co.  v.  Schuy- 
ler, 34  N.  Y.  30  and  80.  And  this  just 
rule  has  been  repeatedly  followed  in  other 
states  :  Bank  of  Kentucky  v.  The  Schuyl- 
kill Bank,  1  Pars.  Eq.  R.  ISO  ;  Willis 
V.  Fry,  13  Phila.  R.  33;  36  Leg.  Int. 
47. 

In  such  cases  the  act  of  the  officer, 
thon-h  fraudulent,  is  the  act  of  the  cor- 
poration. 

In  like  manner  a  corporation  is  liable 


to  the  owner  of  stock  whose  name  has 
been  forged  to  a  transfer  of  the  certifi- 
cate, and  the  corporation  officers  act- 
ing thereon  in  good  faith,  have  can- 
celled tlie  old  certificate  and  issued  a 
new  certificate  to  the  suppased  lawful 
holder  by  such  forged  transfer  :  Pratt  v. 
Machinists*  Nat,  Battk,  123  Mass.  110; 
I^att  V.  Boston  Sf  Albany  Bail  road  Co., 
126  Mass.  443;  Blaisdell  v.  Bohr,  68 
Geo.  56  ;  Bollock  v.  National  Bank,  3 
Selden  274 ;  Sloman  v.  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, 14  Sim.  475  ;  Midland  Railway  t. 
Taylor,  8  H.  L.  Cas.  751. 

In  such  case,  however,  the  corporation 
is  not  without  remedy,  since  it  has  an 
action  over  against  the  party  presenting; 
the  forged  transfer,  on  the  ground  of 
an  implied  warranty  that  such  transfer 
is  genuine  and  valid,  even  if  such  party 
be  not  the  forger,  but  acted  in  good 
faith  :  Boston  ^  Albany  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Richardson,  135  Mass.  473. 

Edmukd  H.  Bbwbtt, 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  RY.  CO.  ».  ROSS. 

The  conductor  of  a  railway  train  who  commands  its  movements,  directs  when  it 
shall  start,  at  what  stations  it  shall  stop,  and  at  what  speed  it  shall  run,  and  has  the 
general  management  of  it  and  control  over  the  persons  employed  upon  it,  represents 
the  company,  and  for  injuries  resulting  from  his  negligent  acts  the  company  is 
responsible. 

The  conductor  of  a  railway  train  is  the  representative  of  the  company,  standing 
in  its  place  and  stead  in  the  running  of  the  train.  The  engineer  is  in  tliat  particu- 
lar the  conductor's  subordinate,  and  for  the  former's  negligence,  by  which  the  latter 
is  injured,  the  company  is  responsible. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Minnesota. 
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J.  W.  Caryy  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

C»  K.Datris  and  Enoch  Totten^  for  defendant  in  error. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion,  which  was  delivered  by 
Field,  J. — The  plaintiff  in  the  court  below  is  a  citizen  of  Min- 
nesota, and  by  occupation  an  engineer  on  a  railway  train.  The 
defendant  in  the  court  below,  the  plaintiff  in  error  here,  is  a  rail- 
way corporation  created  under  the  laws  of  Wisconsin.  This  action 
Ib  broaght  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  which  the  plaintiff  sus- 
tained while  engineer  of  a  freight  train,  by  a  collision  with  a  gravel 
train  on  the  6th  of  November  1880.  Both  trains  belonged  to  the 
company,  and  for  some  years  he  had  been  employed  as  such  engi- 
neer on  its  roads.  On  that  day  he  was  in  charge  of  the  engine  of 
a  regular  freight  train  which  left  Minneapolis  at  a  quarter  past  one 
in  the  morning,  its  regular  schedule  time,  and  had  the  right  of  the 
road  over  gravel  trains,  except  when  otherwise  ordered.  At  the  time 
of  the  collision  one  McGlintock  was  the  conductor  of  the  train,  and 
had  the  entire  charge  of  running  it.  It  was  his  duty,  under  the 
regulations  of  the  company,  to  show  to  the  engineer  all  orders 
which  he  received  with  respect  to  the  movements  of  the  train. 
The  regulations  in  this  respect  were  as  follows:  "Conductors  must, 
in  all  cases,  when  running  by  telegraph  and  special  orders,  show 
the  same  to  the  engineer  of  their  train  before  leaving  stations  where 
the  orders  are  received.  The  engineer  must  read  and  under- 
stand the  order  before  leaving  the  station.  The  conductor  will  have 
charge  and  control  of  the  train,  and  of  all  persons  employed  on  it, 
and  is  responsible  for  its  movements  .while  on  the  road,  except 
when  his  directions  conflict  with  these  regulations,  or  involve  any 
risk  or  hazard,  in  which  case  the  engineer  will  also  be  held  respon- 
sible." 

When  the  freight  train  left  Minneapolis  on  the  morning  of  No- 
vember 6th  1880,  there  was  coming  towards  that  city  from  Fort 
Snelling,  by  order  of  the  company,  over  the  same  road,  a  gravel 
train,  termed  in  the  complaint  a  ''wild  train;"  that  is,  a  train 
not  running  on  schedule  time  any  regular  trips.  The  conductor, 
McClintock,  was  informed  by  telegram  from  the  train  dispatcher 
of  the  coming  of  this  gravel  train,  and  ordered  to  hold  the  freight 
train  at  South  Minneapolis  until  the  gravel  train  arrived.  South 
Minneapolis  is  between  Minneapolis  and  the  place  where  the  colli- 
sion occurred.     The  gravel  train  had  been  engaged  for  a  week 


96 


CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P,  RY.  CO.  v.  ROSS. 


before  in  hauling  in  the  night  gravel  to  Minneapolis  from  a  pit 
near  Mendota,  for  the  construction  by  the  company  of  a  new  and 
separate  line  of  railroad  between  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis,  and  the 
freight  train  had,  during  this  time,  been  stopped  by  the  conductor, 
on  orders  of  the  train  dispatcher,  upon  side  tracks  between  Minne- 
apolis and  St.  Paul  Junction  for  the  passage  of  the  gravel  train. 
But  on  the  night  of  November  6th  1880,  he  neglected  to  deliver  to 
the  plaintiff  the  order  he  had  received,  and  after  the  train  started 
he  went  into  the  caboose  and  there  fell  asleep.  The  freight  train^ 
of  course  did  not  stop  at  the  station  designated,  but,  continuing  at 
a  speed  of  fifteen  miles  an  hour,  entered  a  deep  and  narrow  cut 
three  hundred  feet  in  length,  through  which  the  road  passed  at  a 
considerable  curve,  and  on  a  down  grade,  when  the  plaintiff  saw 
on  the  bank  a  reflection  of  the  light  from  the  engine  of  the  gravel 
train,  which  was  approaching  from  the  opposite  direction  at  a  speed 
of  five  or  six  miles  an  hour,  and  was  then  within  about  one  hundred 
feet.  He  at  once  whistled  for  brakes  and  reversed  his  engine,  but 
a  collision  almost  immediately  followed,  destroying  the  engines, 
damaging  the  cars  of  the  two  trains,  causing  the  death  of  one  per- 
son, and  inflicting  upon  the  plaintiff  severe  and  permanent  injuries, 
for  which  he  brings  this  action. 

On  the  trial  the  conductor  of  the  gravel  train  testified  that  at  the 
time  of  the  collision  he  was  under  orders  to  run  to  South  Minne- 
apolis regardless  of  the  plaintiff's  train ;  that  having  twelve  cars 
loaded  with  gravel  his  train  stalled  before  reaching  the  cut  where 
the  collision  happened;  that  he  then  separated  his  train  in  the 
middle,  took  six  cars  to  Minnehaha  station,  went  back  with  the 
engine  for  the  other  3ix  cars,  and  was  coming  with  them  through 
the  cut  when  the  collision  occurred ;  that  the  gravel  train  had  run 
in  the  night  about  a  week,  and  that  when  he  could  reach  Minne- 
apolis before  the  starting  time  of  plaintiff's  train  he  ran  without 
orders,  otherwise  upon  orders,  and  had  met  or  passed  plaintiff"s 
train  at  the  same  place  about  every  night  during  the  week. 

It  is  evident  from  this  brief  statement  that  the  conductor  on  each 
train  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence.  The  conductor  of  the  freight 
train  was  not  only  required  by  the  general  duty  devolving  on  him 
as  one  controlling  its  movements  to  give  to  its  engineer  such  orders 
as  would  enable  him  to  avoid  collision  with  other  cars,  but,  as  we 
have  seen,  he  was  expressly  directed  by  the  regulations  of  the  com- 
pany, when  running  by  telegraph  or  special  orders,  to  communicate 
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them  to  him.  Had  these  regulations  been  complied  with  the  colli- 
sion would  have  been  avoided.  The  conductor  of  the  gravel  train 
allowed  it  to  be  so  overloaded  that  its  engine  was  incapable  of 
movlDg  it  at  one  portion  of  the  road  before  reaching  the  cut ;  and 
when,  in  consequence,  he  was  obliged  to  leave  half  of  his  cars  on 
the  track  while  he  took  the  others  to  Minnehaha,  he  omitted  to  send 
forward  information  of  the  delay  or  to  put  out  signals  of  danger. 
Having  for  the  week  previous  passed  the  freight  train  at  nearly  the 
same  place  on  the  road,  he  must  have  known  that  by  the  delay  there 
was  danger  of  collision.  Ordinary  prudence,  therefore,  would  have 
dictated  the  sending  forward  of  information  of  his  position,  or  the 
putting  out  of  danger  signals.  Had  he  done  either  of  these  things 
the  collision  would  not  have  occurred. 

The  collision  having  been  caused  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the 
conductors,  the  question  arises  whether  the  company  is  responsible 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  injuries  which  that  collision  inflicted  upon 
him.  The  general  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  injuries  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  its  servants  to  passengers  and  others  not  in  its 
service  is  conceded.  It  covers  all  injuries  to  which  they  do  not 
contribute.  But  where  injuries '  befall  a  servant  in  its  employ,  a 
different  principle  applies.  Having  been  engaged  for  the  perform- 
ance of  specified  services,  he  takes  upon  himself  the  ordinary  risks 
incident  thereto.  As  a  consequence,  if  he  suffers  by  exposure  to 
them,  he  cannot  recover  compensation  from  his  employer.  The 
obvious  reason  for  this  exemption  is  that  he  has,  or  in  law  is  sup- 
posed to  have,  them  in  contemplation  when  he  engaged  in  the 
service,  and  that  his  compensation  is  arranged  accordingly.  He 
cannot,  in  reason,  complain  if  he  suffers  from  a  risk  which  he  has 
Toluntarily  assumed,  and  for  the  assumption  of  which  he  is  paid. 
There  is  also  another  reason  often  assigned  for  this  exemption — 
that  of  a  supposed  public  policy.  It  is  assumed  that  the  exemption 
operates  as  a  stimulant  to  diligence  and  caution  on  the  part  of  the 
servant  for  his  own  safety  as  well  as  that  of  his  master.  Much 
potency  is  ascribed  to  this  assumed  fact  by  reference  to  those  cases 
where  diligence  and  caution  on  the  part  of  servants  constitute  the 
chief  protection  against  accidents.  But  it  may  be  doubted  whether 
die  exemption  has  the  effect  thus  claimed  for  it.  We  have  never 
known  parties  more  willing  to  subject  themselves  to  dangers  of  life 
or  Umb  because,  if  losing  the  one,  or  suffering  in  the  other,  dam- 
ages could  be  recovered  by  their  representatives  or  themselves  for 
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the  loss  or  injury.  The  dread  of  personal  injury  has  always 
proved  sufficient  to  bring  into  exercise  the  vigilance  and  activity  of 
the  servant.  But,  however  this  may  be,  it  is  indispensable  to  the 
employer's  exemption  from  liability  to  his  servant  for  the  conse- 
quences of  risks  thus  incurred  that  he  should  himself  be  free  from 
negligence.  He  must  furnish  the  servant  the  means  and  appliances 
which  the  service  requires  for  its  efficient  and  safe  performance, 
unless  otherwise  stipulated ;  and  if  he  fail  in  that  respect,  and  an 
injury  result,  he  is  as  liable  to  the  servant  as  he  would  be  to  a 
stranger.  In  other  words,  while  claiming  such  exemption  he  must 
not  himself  be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

When  the  service  to  be  rendered  requires  for  its  performance  the 
employment  of  several  persons,  as  in  the  movement  of  railway 
trains,  there  is  necessarily  incident  to  the  service  of  each  the  risk 
that  the  others  may  fail  in  the  vigilance  and  caution  essential  to 
his  safety.  And  it  has  been  held  in  numerous  cases,  both  in  this 
country  and  in  England,  that  there  is  implied  in  his  contract  of 
service  in  such  cases  that  he  takes  upon  himself  the  risks  arising 
from  the  negligence  of  his  fellow^servants  while  in  the  same  employ- 
ment, provided  always  the  master  is  not  negligent  in  their  selection 
or  retention,  or  in  furnishing  adequate  materials  and  means  for  the 
work ;  and  that  if  injuries  then  befall  him  from  such  negligence, 
the  master  is  not  liable.  The  doctrine  was  first  announced  in  this 
country  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  South  Carolina  in  1841,  in  Mur* 
ray  v.  Railroad  Oo.y  1  McMulI.  385,  and  was  affirmed  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  the  following  year  in  FartDtU  v. 
Boston  ^  Worcester  R.  Co.^  4  Mete.  49.  In  the  South  Carolina  case, 
a  fireman,  while  in  the  employ  of  the  company,  was  injured  by  the 
negligence  of  an  engineer  also  in  its  employ,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  company  was  not  liable,  the  court  observing  that  the  engineer 
no  more  represented  the  company  than  the  fireman ;  that  each  in 
his  separate  department  represented  his  principal ;  that  the  regular 
movement  of  the  train  of  cars  to  its  destination  was  the  result  of  the 
ordinary  performance  by  each  of  his  several  duties;  and  that  it 
seemed  to  be  on  the  part  of  the  several  agents  a  joint  undertaking 
where  each  one  stipulated  for  the  performance  of  his  several  part ; 
that  (hey  were  not  liable  to  the  company  for  the  conduct  of  each 
other,  nor  was  the  company  liable  to  one  for  the  conduct  of  another, 
and  that,  as  a  general  rule,  when  there  was  no  fault  in  the  owner, 
he  was  only  liable  to  his  servants  for  wages. 
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In  the  Massachnsetts  case,  an  engineer  employed  hj  a  railroad 
company  to  ran  a  train  on  its  road  was  injured  by  the  negligence 
of  a  switch-tender  also  in  its  employ,  and  it  was  held  that  the  com- 
pany was  not  liable.  The  court  placed  the  exemption  of  the  com-' 
pany,  not  on  the  ground  of  the  South  Carolina  decision,  that  there 
was  a  joint  undertaking  by  the  fellow-servants,  but  on  the  ground 
that  the  contract  of  the  engineer  implied  that  he  would  take  upon 
himself  the  risks  attending  its  performance ;  that  those  included 
the  injuries  which  mighf  befall  him  from  the  negligence  of  fellow- 
serrants  in  the  same  employment;  and  that  the  switch-tender  stood 
in  that  relation  to  him.  And  the  court  added  that  the  exemption 
of  the  master  was  supported  by  considerations  of  policy.  "  When 
seyeral  persons,"  it  said,  ^^are  employed  in  the  conduct  of  one 
common  enterprise  or  undertaking,  and  the  safety  of  each  depends 
on  the  care  and  skill  with  which  each  other  shall  perform  his  appro- 
priate duty,  each  is  an  observer  of  the  conduct  of  the  others,  can 
give  notice  of  any  misconduct,  incapacity,  or  neglect  of  duty,  and 
leave  the  service,  if  the  common  employer  will  not  take  such  pre- 
cantions  and  employ  such  agents  as  the  safety  of  the  whole  party 
may  require.  By  these  means  the  safety  of  each  will  be  much 
more  effectually  secured  than  could  be  done  by  a  resort  to  the  com- 
mon employer  for  indemnity  in  the  case  of  loss  by  the  negligence 
of  each  other."  And  to  the  argument,  which  was  strongly  pressed, 
that  though  the  rule  might  apply  where  two  or  more  servants  are 
employed  in  the  same  department  of  duty,  where  each  one  can 
exert  some  influence  over  the  conduct  of  the  other,  and  thus,  to 
some  extent,  provide  for  his  own  security,  yet  that  it  could  not 
apply  where  two  or  more  are  employed  in  different  departments  of 
duty,  at  a  distance  from  each  other,  and  where  one  can  in  no  degree 
control  or  influence  the  conduct  of  another,  it  answered  that  the 
objection  was  founded  upon  a  supposed  distinction,  on  which  it 
would  be  extremely  difficult  to  establish  a  practical  rule.  "  When 
the  object  to  be  accomplished,"  it  said,  is  one  and  the  same,  when 
the  employers  are  the  same,  and  the  several  persons  employed 
derive  their  authority  and  their  compensation  from  the  same  source, 
it  would  he  extremely  difficult  to  distinguish  what  constitutes  one 
department  and  what  a  distinct  department  of  duty.  It  would 
with  the  circumstances  of  every  case."  And  it  added,  that 
the  argument  rests  upon  an  assumed  principle  of  responsibility 
which  does  not  exist.    The  master,  in  the  case  supposed,  is  not 
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exempt  from  liability  because  the  servant  has  better  means  of  pro- 
viding for  his  safety,  when  he  is  employed  in  immediate  connection 
with  those  from  whose  negligence  he  might  suffer,  but  because  the 
implied  contract  of  the  master  does  not  extend  to  indemnify  the 
servant  against  the  negligence  of  any  one  but  himself;  and  he  is 
not  liable  in  tort,  as  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant,  because  the 
person  suffering  does  not  stand  towards  him  in  the  relation  of  a 
stranger,  but  is  one.  whose  rights  are  regulated  by  contract,  express 
or  implied."  4  Mete.  49,  60.  The  opinion  in  this  case,  which 
was  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  has  exerted  great  influence 
in  controlling  the  course  of  decisions  in  this  country.  In  several 
states  it  has  been  followed,  and  the  English  courts  have  cited  it  with 
marked  commendation. 

The  doctrine  of  the  master's  exemption  from  liability  was  first 
distinctly  announced  in  England  in  1850  by  the  Court  of  Exphequer 
in  Hutchinson  v.  York,  JV.  (7.  ^  B.  By.  Co.,  5  Exch.  343.  Priestly 
V.  Fowler,  3  Mees.  &  W.  1,  which  was  decided  in  1837,  and  is 
often  cited  as  the  first  case  declaring  the  doctrine,  did  not  directly 
involve  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  a  master  to  a  servant  for 
the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant.  In  that  case  a  van  of  the 
defendant  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  carried  was  out  of  repair,  and 
overloaded,  and  consequently  broke  down,  and  caused  the  injury 
complained  of ;  but  it  did  not  appear  what  produced  the  defect  in 
the  van,  or  by  whom  it  was  overloaded.  The  court,  in  giving  its 
decision  against  the  plaintiff,  observed  that  if  the  master  was  liable, 
the  principle  of  that  liability  would  carry  us  to  an  alarming 
extent;"  and  in  illustration  of  this  statement  said  that  if  the  owner 
of  a  carriage  was  responsible  for  its  sufficiency  to  his  servant,  he 
was,  under  the  principle,  responsible  for  the  negligence  of  his 
coach-maker,  or  harness-maker,  or  coachman,  and  mentioned  other 
instances  of  such  possible  responsibility  to  a  servant  for  the  negli- 
gence of  his  fellows,  concluding  that  the  inconvenience  of  such  con- 
sequences afforded  a  sufficient  argument  against  the  application  of 
the  principle  to  that  case.  The  case,  therefore,  can  only  be  con- 
sidered as  indirectly  asserting  the  doctrine.  At  any  rate,  the 
Hutchinson  case  is  the  first  one  where  the  doctrine  was  applied  to 
railway  service.  There  it  appeared  that  a  servant  of  the  company 
who,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  was  riding  on  one  of  its  trains, 
was  injured  by  a  coUison  with  another  train  of  the  same  company, 
firom  which  his  death  ensued ;  and  it  was  held  that  his  representa- 
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tives  could  not  recover,  as  he  was  a  fellow-servant  with  those  who 
caused  the  injury;  and  the  court  £aid  that  whether  the  death 
resulted  from  the  mismanagement  of  the  one  train  or  the  other,  or 
of  both,  did  not  affect  the  principle.  The  rule  was  applied  at  the 
same  time  by  that  court  to  exempt  a  master-builder  from  liability 
for  the  death  of  a  bricklayer  in  his  employ,  caused  by  the  defective 
construction  of  a  scaffolding  by  his  brother  workmen,  by  reason  of 
which  it  broke,  and  the  bricklayer  at  work  upon  it  was  thrown  to 
the  ground  and  killed.  Wigmore  v.  Jiay,  5  Exch.  364.  The  doc- 
trine assumes  that  the  servant  causing  the  injury  is  in  the  same 
employment  with  the  servant  injured ;  that  is  that  both  are  engaged 
in  a  common  employment.  The  question  in  all  cases  therefore  is, 
what  is  essential  to  render  the  service  in  which  different  persons 
are  engaged  a  common  employment  ?  And  this  question  has  caused 
iDQch  conflict  of  opinion  between  different  courts,  and  often  much 
vacillation  of  opinion  in  the  same  court. 

In  Bartanthill  Coal  Co,  v.  Reid,  and  the  Same  Co,  v.  McOuirCy 
reported  in  3  Macq.  H.  L.  Caa.  266,  300,  decided  in  1858,  the  par- 
ties injured  were  miners  employed  to  work  in  a  coal-pit;  and  the 
party  whose  negligence  caused  the  injury  was  employed  to  attend 
to  the  engine  by  which  they  were  let  down  into  the  mine  and 
brought  out,  and  the  coal  was  raised  which  they  had  dug ;  and  it 
was  held  that  they  were  engaged  in  a  common  work,  that  of  getting 
coal  from  the  pit.  **  The  miners,"  said  the  court  in  the  latter  case, 
could  not  perform  their  part  unless  they  were  lowered  to  their  work ; 
nor  could  the  end  of  their  common  labor  be  attained  unless  the  coal 
which  they  got  was  raised  to  the  pit's  mouth;  and,  of  course,  at 
the  close  of  their  day's  labor  the  workman  must  be  lifted  out  of 
the  mine.  Every  person  who  engaged  in  such  an  employment 
iQQSt  hare  been  perfectly  aware  that  all  this  was  incident  to  it,  and 
that  the  service  was  necessarily  accompanied  with  the  danger  that 
the  person  intrusted  with  the  machinery  might  be  occasionally  neg- 
ligent, and  fail  in  his  duty."  Lord  Chancellor  Chelmsford,  who 
gave  the  principal  opinion  in  the  latter  case,  referred  to  previous 
c^es  in  which  the  master's  exemption  from  liability  had  been  sus- 
tained, and  said ;  In  the  consideration  of  these  cases  it  did  not 
become  necessary  to  define  with  any  great  precision  what  was  meant 
by  the  words  'common  service'  or  'common  employment,'  and 
perhaps  it  might  be  difficult  beforehand  to  suggest  any  exact  defini- 
tion of  them.    It  is  necessary,  however,  in  each  particular  case  to 
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ascertain  whether  servants  are  fellow-laborers  in  the  same  work, 
because,  although  a  servant  may  be  taken  to  have  engaged  to 
encounter  all  risks  which  are  incident  to  the  service  which  he  under- 
takes, jet  he  cannot  be  expected  to  anticipate  those  which  may 
happen  to  him  on  occasions  foreign  to  his  employment.  Where 
servants,  therefore  are  engaged  in  different  departments  of  duty, 
an  injury  committed  by  one  servant  upon  another,  by  carelessness 
or  negligence  in  the  course  of  his  peculiar  work,  is  not  within  the 
exemption,  and  the  master  s  liability  attaches  in  that  case  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  injured  servants  stood  in  no  such  relation  to 
him."  The  Lord  Chancellor  also  commented  upon  some  decisions 
of  the  Scotch  courts,  and  among  others  that  of  McNaughton  v. 
Caledonian  Ry.  Oo,^  19  Ct.  Sess.  Cas.  271,  and  said  that  it  might 
be  ^'sustained  without  confiicting  with  the  English  authorities,  on 
the  ground  that  the  workmen  in  that  case  were  engaged  in  totally 
different  departments  of  work,  the  deceased  being  a  joiner  or  car- 
penter who,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was  engaged  in  repairing 
a  railway  carriage ;  and  the  persons  by  whose  negligence  his  death 
was  occasioned,  were  the  engine-driver  and  the  persons  who  arranged 
the  switches."  And  in  the  same  case  Lord  Brougham,  after  men- 
tioning the  observations  of  a  judge  of  the  Scottish  courts  that  an 
absolute  and  inflexible  rule,  releasing  the  master  from  responsibility 
in  every  case  where  one  servant  is  injured  by  the  fault  of  another, 
was  utterly  unknown  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  said  that  it  was  also 
utterly  unknown  to  the  law  of  England,  and  added :  ''To  bring  the 
case  within  the  exemption  there  must  be  this  most  material  qualifi- 
cation :  that  the  two  servants  must  be  men  in  the  same  common 
employment,  and  engaged  in  the  same  common  work  under  that 
common  employment." 

Later  decisions  in  the  English  courts  extend  the  master's  exemp- 
tion from  liability  to  cases  where  the  servant  injured  is  working 
under  the  direction  of  a  foreman  or  superintendent,  the  grade  of 
service  of  the  latter  not  being  deemed  to  change  the  relation  of  the 
two  as  fellow-servants.  Thus,  in  Wihon  v.  Merry^  decided  by  the 
itouse  of  Lords  in  1868,  on  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Session  of  Scot- 
land, the  sub-manager  of  a  coal-pit,  whose  negligence  in  erecting  a 
scaffold  which  obstructed  the  circulation  of  air  underneath,  led 
to  an  accumulation  of  fire-damp  that  exploded  and  injured  a  work- 
man in  the  mine,  was  held  to  be  a  fellow-servant  with  the  injured 
party.    And  the  court  laid  down  the  rule  that  the  master  was  not 
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liable  to  bis  servant  unless  there  was  negligence  on  the  master's 
part  in  that  which  he  had  contracted  with  the  servant  to  do,  and 
that  the  master,  if  not  personally  superintending  the  work,  was 
only  bound  to  select  proper  and  competent  persons  to  do  so,  and 
furnish  them  with  adequate  materials  and  resources  for  the  work ; 
that  when  he  had  done  this  he  had  done  all  that  he  was  required 
to  do,  and  if  the  persons  thus  selected  were  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, it  was  not  his  negligence,  and  he  was  not  responsible  for  the 
consequences.  L.  R.,  1  H.  L.  Scotch  App.  326.  In  this  case,  as 
in  many  others  in  the  English  courts,  the  foreman,  manager,  or 
saperintendent  of  the  work,  by  whose  negligence  the  injury  was 
committed,  was  himself  also  a  workman  with  the  other  laborers, 
although  exercising  a  direction  over  the  work.  The  reasoning  of 
that  case  has  been  applied  so  as  to  include,  as  contended  here, 
employees  of  a  corporation  in  a  department  separated  from  each 
other,  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  terms  common  employ- 
ment," under  late  decisions  in  England,  and  the  decisions  in  this 
country  following  the  Massachusetts  case,  are  of  very  comprehen- 
sive import  It  is  difficult  to  limit  them  so  as  to  say  that  any  persons 
employed  by  a  railway  company,  whose  labors  may  facilitate  the 
running  of  its  trains,  are  not  fellow-servants,  however  widely  sep- 
arated may  be  their  labors.  See  Eolden  v.  Fitchburg  E.  Co.,  129 
Mass.  268.  But,  notwithstanding  the  number  and  weight  of  such 
decisions,  there  are,  in  this  country,  many  adjudications  of  courts 
of  great  learnbg  restricting  the  exemption  to  cases  where  the  fel- 
low-servants are  engaged  in  the  same  department,  and  act  under 
the  same  immediate  direction  ;  and  holding  that,  within  the  reason 
and  principle  of  the  doctrine,  only  such  servants  can  be  considered 
as  engaged  in  the  same  common  employment.  It  is  not,  however, 
essential  to  the  decision  of  the  present  controversy  to  lay  down  a 
nile  which  will  determine,  in  all  cases,  what  is  to  be  deemed  such 
an  employment,  even  if  it  were  possible  to  do  so. 

There  is,  in  our  judgment,  a  clear  distinction  to  be  made  in  their 
relation  to  their  common  principal  between  servants  of  a  corpora- 
tion exercising  no  supervision  over  others  engaged  with  them  in  the 
same  employment  and  agents  of  the  corporation,  clothed  with  the 
control  and  management  of  a  distinct  department,  in  which  their 
<lQty  is  entirely  that  of  direction  and  superintendence.  A  conduc- 
tor having  the  entire  control  and  management  of  a  railway  train 
wscupies  a  very  different  position  from  the  brakeman,  the  porters, 
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and  otlier  subordinates  employed.  Ue  is  in  fact,  and  should  be 
treated  as,  the  personal  representative  of  the  corporation,  for  vrhose 
negligence  it  is  responsible  to  subordinate  servants.  This  view  of 
his  relation  to  the  corporation  seems  to  us  a  reasonable  and  just 
one,  and  it  will  insure  more  care  in  the  selection  of  such  agents, 
and  thus  give  greater  security  to  the  servants  engaged  under  him 
in  an  employment  requiring  the  utmost  vigilance  on  their  part,  and 
prompt  and  unhesitating  obedience  to  his  orders.  The  rule  which 
applies  to  such  agents  of  one  railway  corporation  must  apply  to  all, 
and  many  corporations  operate  every  day  several  trains  over  hun- 
dreds of  miles  at  great  distances  apart,  each  being  under  the  control 
and  direction  of  a  conductor  specially  appointed  for  its  management. 
We  know  from  the  manner  in  which  railways  are  operated  that, 
subject  to  the  general  rules  and  orders  of  the  directors  of  the  com- 
panies, the  conductor  has  entire  control  and  management  of  the 
train  to  which  he  is  assigned.  He  directs  when  it  shall  start,  at 
what  speed  it  shall  run,  at  what  stations  it  shall  stop  and  for  what 
length  of  time,  and  everything  essential  to  its  successful  movements, 
and  all  persons  employed  on  it  are  subject  to  his  orders.  In  no 
proper  sense  of  the  term  is  he  a  fellow-servant  with  the  fireman, 
the  brakeman,  the  porters,  and  the  engineer.  The  latter  are 
fellow-servants  in  the  running  of  the  train  under  his  direction,  who 
as  to  them  and  the  train,  stands  in  the  place  of  and  represents  the 
corporation. 

As  observed  by  Mr.  Wharton  in  his  valuable  Treatise  on  the 
Law  of  Negligence:  ''It  has  sometimes  been  said  that  a  corporation 
is  obliged  to  act  always  by  servants,  and  that  it  is  unjust  to  impute 
to  it  personal  negligence  in  cases  where  it  is  impossible  for  it  to  be 
negligent  personally.  But  if  this  be  true  it  would  relieve  corpora- 
tions from  all  liability  to  servants.  The  true  view  is  that,  as  cor* 
porations  can  act  only  through  superintending  officers,  the  negli- 
gences of  those  officers,  with  respect  to  other  servants,  are  the 
negligences  of  tho  corporation."  Section  232  a.  The  author,  in 
a  note,  refers  to  Brickner  v.  New  York  Cent,  R.  Co.^  decided  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  and  afterwards  affirmed  in  the 
Court  of  Appeals ;  and  to  Malone  v.  Hathaway^  decided  in  the 
latter  court,  in  which  opinions  are  expressed  in  conformity  with  his 
views.  These  opinions  are  not,  it  is  true,  authoritative,  for  they  do 
not  cover  the  precise  points  in  judgment;  but  were  rather  expressed 
to  distinguish  the  questions  thus  arising  from  those  then  before  the 
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court.  They  indicate,  however  a  disposition  to  ingraft  a  limitation 
upon  the  doctrine  as  to  the  master's  exemption  from  liability  to  his 
semats  for  the  negligence  of  their  fellows,  when  a  corporation  is 
the  principal,  and  acta  through  superintending  agents.  Thus,  in 
the  first  case,  the  court  said :  A  corporation  cannot  act  personally. 
It  requires  some  person  to  superintend  structures,  to  purchase  and 
control  the  running  of  cars,  to  employ  and  discharge  men,  and 
provide  all  needful  appliances.  This  can  only  be  done  by  agents. 
When  the  directors  themselves  personally  act  as  such  agents,  they 
are  the  representatives  of  the  corporation.  They  are  then  the 
executive  head  or  master.  Their  acts  are  the  acts  of  the  corpora* 
tion.  The  duties  above  described  are  the  duties  of  the  corporation. 
When  the  directors  appoint  some  person  other  than  themselves  to 
superintend  and  perform  all  these  executive  duties  for  them,  then 
such  appointee,  equally  with  themselves,  represents  the  corporation 
as  master  in  all  those  respects.  And  though,  in  the  performance 
of  these  executive  duties,  he  may  be,  and  is,  a  servant  of  the  cor- 
poration, he  is  not  in  those  respects  a  co-servant,  a  co-laborer,  a 
co-employee,  in  the  common  acceptation  of  those  terms,  any  more 
than  is  a  director  who  exercises  the  same  authority."  2  Lans.  516. 
Affirmed  in  49  N.  Y.  672.  And  in  Malone  v.  Hathaway^  in  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  Judge  Allen  says:  Corporations  necessarily 
acting  by  and  through  agents,  those  having  the  superintendence 
of  various  departments,  with  delegated  authority  to  employ  and 
discharge  laborers  and  employees,  provide  materials  and  machinery 
for  the  service  of  the  corporation,  and  generally  direct  and  control 
under  general  powers  and  instructions  from  the  directors,  may  well 
be  regarded  as  the  representatives  of  the  corporation,  charged  with 
the  performance  of  its  duties,  exercising  the  discretion  ordinarily 
exercised  by  principals,  and,  within  the  limits  of  the  delegated 
authority,  the  acting  principal.  These  acts  are  in  such  case  the 
acts  of  the  corporation,  for  which  and  for  whose  neglect,  the  cof- 
ponition,  within  adjudged  cases,  must  respond,  as  well  to  the  other 
servants  of  the  company  as  to  strangers.  They  are  treated  as  the 
general  agents  of  the  corporation  in  the  several  departments  com- 
mitted to  their  care."  64  N.  Y.  12.  See,  also,  Corcoran  v.  Hoi- 
^rook,  59  N.  Y.  517. 

In  Xrjftfe  Miami  E,  Co.  v.  Stevens^  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio 
held  that  where  a  railroad  company  placed  the  engineer  in  ite  employ 
under  the  control  of  a  conductor  of  its  train,  who  directed  when  the 
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cars  were  to  start  and  when  to  stop,  it  was  liable  for  an  injury 
received  by  him  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  conductor :  20 
Ohio  415.  There  a  collision  between  two  trains  occurred  in  con- 
sequence of  the  omission  of  the  conductor  to  inform  the  engineer 
of  a  change  of  places  in  the  passing  of  trains  ordered  by  the  com- 
pany. Exemption  from  liability  was  claimed  on  the  ground  that 
boe  engineer  and  conductor  were  fellow-servants,  and  that  the  engi- 
neer had,  in  consequence,  taken,  by  his  contract  of  service,  the  risk 
of  the  negligence  of  the  conductor;  and  also  that  public  policy 
forbade  a  recovery  in  such  cases.  But  the  court  rejected  both  posi- 
tions. To  the  latter  it  very  pertinently  observed  that  it  was  only 
when  the  servant  had  himself  been  careful  that  any  right  of  action 
could  accrue  to  him,  and  that  it  was  not  likely  that  any  would  be 
careless  of  their  lives  and  persons  or  property  merely  because  they 
might  have  a  right  of  action  to  recover  for  injuries  received.  "  If 
men  are  influenced,"  said  the  court,  by  such  remote  considera- 
tions to  be  careless  of  what  they  are  likely  to  be  most  careful  about, 
it  has  never  come  under  our  observation.  We  think  the  policy  is 
clearly  on  the  other  side.  It  is  a  matter  of  universal  observation 
that,  in  any  extensive  business  where  many  persons  are  employ^^d, 
the  care  and  prudence  of  the  employer  is  the  surest  guaranty  against 
mismanagement  of  any  kind."  In  Railway  Co.  v.  Keary^  3  Ohio 
St.  201,  the  same  court  a£Srmed  the  doctrine  thus  announced,  and 
decided  that  when  a  brakeman  in  the  employ  of  a  railroad  company, 
on  a  train  under  the  control  of  a  conductor  having  exclusive  com- 
mand, was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  the  conductor,  the  company 
was  responsible ;  holding  that  the  conductor  in  such  case  was  the 
sole  and  immediate  representative  of  the  company,  upon  which 
rested  the  obligation  to  manage  the  train  with  skill  and  care.  In 
the  course  of  an  elaborate  opinion  the  court  said  that,  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  contract  of  service  between  the  company  and  em- 
ployees, the  company  was  under  obligation  to  them  to  superintend 
and  control  with  skill  and  care  the  dangerous  force  employed,  upon 
which  their  safety  so  essentially  depended.  "For  this  purpose," 
said  the  court,  "  the  conductor  is  employed,  and  in  this  he  directly 
represents  the  company.  They  contract  for  and  engage  his  care 
and  skill.  They  commission  him  to  exercise  that  dominion  over 
the  operations  of  the  train  which  essentially  pertains  to  the  pre- 
rogatives of  the  owner,  and  in  its  exercise  he  stands  in  the  place 
of  the  owner,  and  is  in  tho  discharge  of  a  duty  which  the  owner,  as 
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a  man,  and  a  party  to  the  contract  of  service,  owes  to  those  placed 
under  him,  and  whose  lives  may  depend  on  his  fidelity.  His  will 
alone  controls  everything,  and  it  is  the  will  of  the  owner  that  his 
intelligence  alone  should  be  trusted  for  this  purpose.  This  service 
ifi  not  common  to  him  and  the  hands  placed  under  him.  They 
have  nothing  to  do  with  it.  His  duties  and  their  duties  are  entirely 
separate  and  distinct,  although  both  necessary  to  produce  the  result. 
It  is  his  to  command  and  theirs  to  obey  and  execute.  No  service 
is  common  that  does  not  admit  a  common  participation,  and  no 
servants  are  fellow- servants  when  one  is  placed  in  control  over  the 
other." 

In  Lotiisville  ^  N.  JR.  Co.  v.  CoUinSy  2  Duv.  114,  the  subject 
was  elaborately  considered  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  ; 
and  it  held  that,  in  all  those  operations  which  require  care,  vigilance 
and  skill,  and  which  are  performed  through  the  instrumentality  of 
superintending  agents,  the  invisible  corporation,  though  never  actu- 
ally, is  yet  always  constructively,  present  through  its  agents  who 
represent  it,  and  whose  acts,  within  their  respective  spheres,  are 
its  acts;  that  the  rule  of  the  English  courts,  that  the  company  is 
not  responsible  to  one  of  its  servants  for  an  injury  inflicted  from 
the  neglect  of  a  fellow-servant,  was  not  adopted  to  its  full  extent  in 
that  state,  and  was  regarded  there  as  anomalous,  inconsistent  with 
principle  and  public  policy,  and  unsupported  by  any  good  and  con- 
sistent reason.  In  commenting  upon  this  decision  in  his  Treatise 
on  the  Law  of  Railways,  Redfield  speaks  with  emphatic  approval 
of  the  declaration  that  the  corporation  is  to  be  regarded  as  con- 
structively present  in  all  acts  performed  by  its  general  agents  within 
the  scope  of  their  authority.  "  The  consequences  of  mistake  or 
misapprehension  upon  this  point,"  says  the  author,  ^^have  led  many 
courts  into  conclusions  greatly  at  variance  with  the  common  instincts 
of  reason  and  humanity,  and  have  tended  to  interpose  an  unwar- 
rantable shield  between  the  conduct  of  railway  employees  and  the 
just  responsibility  of  the  company.  We  trust  that  the  reasonable- 
ness and  justice  of  this  construction  will,  at  no  distant  day,  induce 
its  universal  adoption." 

Inhere  are  decisions  in  the  courts  of  other  states,  more  or  less  in 
conformity  with  those  cited  from  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  rejecting 
limiting,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  the  master's  exemption  from 
liability  to  a  servant  for  the  negligent  conduct  of  his  fellows.  We 
with  them  in  holding — ^and  the  present  case  requires  no 
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further  decision — that  the  conductor  of  a  railway  train,  who  com- 
mands its  movements,  directs  when  it  shall  start,  at  what  stations  it 
shall  stop,  at  what  speed  it  shall  run,  and  has  the  general  manage- 
ment of  it,  and  control  over  the  persons  employed  upon  it,  represents 
the  company,  and  therefore  that,  for  injuries  resulting  from  his  neg- 
ligent acts,  the  company  is  responsible.  If  such  a  conductor  does 
not  represent  the  company,  then  the  train  is  operated  without  any 
representative  of  its  owner.  If,  now,  we  apply  these  views  of  the 
relation  of  the  conductor  of  a  railway  train  to  the  company,  and  to 
the  subordinates  under  him  on  the  train,  the  objections  urged  to  the 
charge  of  the  court  will  be  readily  disposed  of.  Its  language,  in 
some  sentences,  may  be  open  to  verbal  criticism,  but  its  purport 
touching  the  liability  of  the  company  is  that  the  conductor  and 
engineer,  though  both  employees,  were  not  fellow-servants  in  the 
sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  the  decisions;  that  the  former 
was  the  representative  of  the  company,  standing  in  its  place  and 
stead  in  the  running  of  the  train,  and  that  the  latter  was,  in  that 
particular,  his  subordinate,  and  that  for  the  former's  negligence, 
by  which  the  latter  was  injured,  the  company  was  responsible. 

It  was  not  disputed  on  the  trial  that  the  collision  which  caused 
the  injury  complained  of  was  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  the 
conductor  of  the  freight  train,  in  failing  to  show  to  the  engineer 
the  order  which  he  had  received,  to  stop  the  train  at  South  Minne- 
apolis until  the  gravel  train,  coming  on  the  same  road  from  an 
opposite  direction,  had  passed;  and  the  court  charged  the  jury  that 
if  they  so  found,  and  if  the  plaintiff  did  not  contribute  to  his  injury 
by  his  own  negligence,  the  company  was  liable ;  holding  that  the 
relation  of  superior  and  inferior  was  created  by  the  company,  as 
between  the  two,  in  the  operation  of  its  train,  and  that  they  were 
not,  within  the  reason  of  the  law,  fellow-servants  engaged  in  the 
same  common  employment.  As  this  charge  was,  in  our  judg- 
ment, correct,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  upon  the  conceded 
negligence  of  the  conductor.  The  charge  on  other  points  is  imma- 
terial ;  whether  correct  or  erroneous,  it  could  not  have  changed  the 
result;  the  verdict  of  the  jury  could  not  have  been  otherwise  than 
for  the  plaintiff.  Without  declaring,  therefore,  whether  any  error 
was  committed  in  the  charge  on  other  points,  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  we  will  not  reverse  the  judgment  below  if  an  error  was  com- 
mitted on  the  trial  which  could  not  have  affected  the  verdict. 
Brobst  V.  Brockj  10  Wall.  619.    And,  with  respect  to  the  negli- 
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gence  of  the  condactor  of  the  gravel  train,  no  instruction  was  given 
or  requested. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Bradlby,  J. — Justices  Matthews,  Gray,  Blatchford  and 
mjself  dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the  court.  We  think  that  the 
conductor  of  the  railroad  train  in  this  case  was  a  fellow-servant  of 
the  railroad  company  with  the  other  employees  on  the  train.  We 
think  that  to  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  break  down  the  long-estab- 
lished rule  with  regard  to  the  exemption  from  responsibility  of 
employers  for  injuries  to  their  servants  by  the  negligence  of  their 
fellow-servants. 


LlABIUTT  OF  MaBTBR  FOR  NbOLT- 

o£SCE  OP  Fellow- Servant. — ^The 
general  principle  which  prevails  in  Eng- 
land and  the  United  Suites  is,  that  one 
who  enters  the  service  of  another  takes 
npon  himself  the  ordinary  risks  of  the 
employment  in  which  he  engages,  indad- 
ing  the  negligent  acts  of  his  fellow-scr- 
mti  in  the  course  of  the  common 
employment.  The  first  English  aathority 
upon  the  subject  is  the  case  of  Priestly  v. 
FmcltT^  3  Mees.  &  Wels.  1,  decided  in 
18S7.  In  the  United  States  the  question 
does  not  seem  to  have  heen  passed  npon 
OQtil  1841,  in  Murray  v.  Railvay  Co,,  \ 
McMullan  385.  The  next  case  was  Far- 
wll  T.  Boston,  Ry.,  4  Met.  49.  In 
this  case  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  an 
exjianstire  opinion,  approved  the  former 
cases.  The  general  doctrine  of  these 
has  since  been  followed  both  in 
England  and  the  United  States.  Skip  v. 
^glojtd  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Co,, 
9  Exch.  223  ;  State  v.  Malster,  57  Md. 
287 :  Blake  v.  lU.  Cent.  Ry,  Co,,  70  HI. 
W;  Gravelle  v.  Minn.  4rc.,  Ry.  Co,,  3 
McCrary  352  ;  Beil/us  v.  N.  Y.  Cent. 
^|.,  29  Hon  556  ;  Rohbaek  v.  Pacific 
^■>43Mo.  187;  Wonder  r.  B.  ^  0. 
%  Q>.,  32  MI.  411;  Sunmerhays  v. 
Km.  Pa.  Ry,  Co.,  2  Col.  484 ;  Yeomans 
Confro  Costa  Co.  Co.,  44  Cal.  71  ; 
fiwrten  T.  Cartter,  52  Mo.  372  ;  Quincy 
^fi^V Co,  V.  Kitts,  42  Blich.  84  ;  C,  B. 
1 4>  Ry,  r.  C^rk,  2  Brad.  596  ;  Mur- 


ray V.  Currie,  L.  R.,  6  C.  P.  24  ;  Price 
V.  H.  D,  N.  Co.,  46  Tex.  585. 

This  principle  applies  to  a  minor  19 
years  of  age.  But  in  Siegel  v.  Schautz, 
2  N.  T.  (S.  C.)  353,  the  master  was  held 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  a  foreman  in 
placing  a  boy  of  12  years  in  a  dan- 
gerous position.  See  also  Coombs  v. 
New  Bedford  C.  Co,,  102  Mass.  573. 
And  a  railway  company  is  liable  where 
a  minor  is  set  to  do  perilous  work  for 
which  he  was  not  employed.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Fort,  17  Wall.  553.  But  see  Anderson 
V.  Morrison,  22  Minn.  274  ;  Curran  v. 
Merchants^  Manuf,  Co.,  130  Mass.  374. 

As  to  what  negligence  is  deemed  that 
of  a  fellow-servant,  see  Smith  v.  Lowell 
Manuf.  Co,,  124  Mass.  114;  Killeay, 
Faxon,  125  Mass.  485.  A  railway  com- 
pany is  not  liable  for  damages  at  the  suit 
of  one  of  its  employees,  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  a  collision  between  two  trains, 
when  such  collision  is  caused  by  the  gross 
negligence  of  those  in  charge  of  one  of 
the  trains.  Bull  v.  Mobile,  ^-c.,  Ry.  Co., 
67  Ala.  206  ;  Chicago,  ^c,  Ry,  Co.  v. 
Doyle,  60  Miss.  977.  In  Stringham  v. 
Stauart,  64  How.  Pr.  5,  the  plaintiff,  a 
servant  of  the  defendant,  was  injured  by 
the  falling  of  an  elevator  used  to  hoist 
grain  into  a  storage  building.  The  acci- 
dent was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of 
the  engineer  in  charge,  in  allowing  the 
elevator  to  be  carried  too  high,  thereby 
breakiug  the  rope  by  which  it  was  raised. 
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The  defendant  was  held  not  liable.  Ae 
to  what  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  the 
negligence  of  a  fejlow-scrvant,  see  Bel'' 
frich  T.  Williams,  84  Ind.  553.  Bat  a 
master  is  not  relieved  from  liability  in  all 
cases  when  a  servant  is  injured  by  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow-servant,  bat  only 
where  the  servants  are  engaged  in  the 
same  common  employment;  that  is,  in 
'the  same  department  of  duty,  not  in  de- 
partments essentially  foreign  to  each 
other.  King  v.  OAtb,  ^c,  Ry,  Co,^  14 
Fed.  B.  277.  For  instances  in  which 
the  master  has  been  held  liable,  see  Texns 
M,  R.  Co.  V.  Whitmore,  58  Tex.  276  ; 
Sheehan  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Ry.  Co,,  91  N. 
Y.  332. 

In  Grand  Trunk  Ry,  Co,  v.  Cnmmings, 
106  U.  S.  700,  the  plaintiff  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  as  an  engine  driver 
for  the  defendant,  was  injured  by  the 
collision  of  the  train  on  which  he  was, 
with  another  train.  Held,  that  if  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  had  a  share 
in  causing  the  injuries  to  plain tiif,  it  was 
liable,  notwithstanding  the  contributory 
ncKlijrcnce  of  his  fellow-servant. 

Wiicre  the  liability  of  a  railway  com- 
pany for  injury  to  one  of  it«  track  repair- 
ers, by  the  careless  manner  of  running  a 
train,  is  in  issue,  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  train  causing  the  injury 
was  in  charge  of  a  conductor  and  an 
engineer,  and  was  at  the  time  engaged  in 
a  race  at  a  high  and  dangerous  rate  of 
speed  with  a  train  on  a  parallel  road, 
over  several  public  crossings,  on  a  curve 
on  which  the  track  repairer  was  at  work, 
in  the  city  limits,  and  where  trains  should 
be  run  with  care  corresponding  with  the 
circumstances,  without  sound  of  bell  or 
whistle,  or  slack  of  speed,  or  any  other 
precaution  to  warn  the  men  employed  at 
work  on  the  track  of  approaching  dan- 
ger, is  competent  to  go  to  the  jury,  and 
should  be  submitted  to  it  under  proper 
instructions,  and  it  is  error  to  grant  a 
nonsuit  on  the  assumption  that  the  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  causing  the  injury 
was  tliat  of  a  co-employee  in  the  same 


service,  and  not  that  of  the  company. 
Didb  V.  RaUway  Co.,  38  Ohio  St.  390. 

In  some  states  the  common-law  rule 
has  been  changed  by  statute,  so  far  as 
employees  of  railways  are  concerned. 
Pyne  v.  C,  B.  tf-  Q.  Rjf.  Co,,  54  Iowa 
223  ;  Dithemery.  Chicago,  ^c,  Ry.  Co.^ 
47  Wis.  138  ;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Thoma- 
son,  25  Kan.  1  ;  Pkierson  v.  W.  Coal 
M.  Co.,  50  Iowa  674 ;  Mo.  Pacific  Ry. 
Co.  V.  BaJey,  25  Kan.  35.  In  the  latter 
case  it  was  held  that  a  person  employed 
upon  a  construction  train  to  carry  water 
for  the  men  working  with  the  train,  and 
to  gather  up  the  tools  and  put  them  in 
the  caboose  or  tool  car,  was  witliin  the 
statute  making  railway  companies  liable 
to  their  employees  for  injuries  resultinj^ 
from  the  negligence  of  co-employees,  who 
under  the  Iowa  statute  are  to  be  regarded 
as  engaged  in  the  operation  of  a  railway. 
See  Schroeder  v.  C.  R.  Ry.  Co.,  47  Iowa 
375  ;  Ijombard  v.  C,  Ry.,  Id.  494  ; 
SmUh  V.  B.  C,        Ry.  Co.,  59  Id.  73. 

As  to  the  general  rule,  as  was  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  Hablav,  in  Bough  v.  Rail- 
way Co.,  100  U.  S.  214,  "very  little 
conflict  of  opinion  is  to  be  found  in  the 
adjudged  case^,  where  the  court  has  been 
at  liberty  to  consider  it  upon  principle, 
uncontrolled  by  statutory  regulations. 
The  difficulty  has  been  in  its  practical 
application  to  the  special  circumstances 
of  particular  cases.  What  are  the  natural 
and  ordinary  risks  incident  to  the  work 
in  which  the  servant  engages  f  what  are 
the  perils  which,  in  legal  contemplation, 
are  presumed  to  be  adjusted  in  the  stipu- 
lated compensation  ?  who,  within  the 
true  senro  of  the  rule,  or  upon  grounds 
of  public  policy,  are  to  be  deemed  *  fel- 
low-servants '  in  the  same  common  em- 
ployment or  undertaking — are  questions 
in  reference  to  which  much  contrariety 
of  opinion  exists  in  the  courts  of  the 
several  states.  Many  of  the  cases  are 
very  wide  apart  in  the  solution  of  those 
questions." 

Who  abb  Fellow  Skbyaktb. — ^A 

fellow  servant,"  within  flie  meaning  of 
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the  general  rule,  U  nsoally  held  to  be  anj 
one  serving  the  same  master  in  the  same 
common  employment,  and  under  bis  con- 
trol, whether  eqoal,  inferior  or  superior 
in  his  grade  or  standing.  Thus  an  orer- 
ceer  is  a  fellow^rvant  of  the  laborer 
under  his  charge :  Brown  r.  Winona, 
Rjf.f  27  MioD.  162.  A  mere  foreman 
an>l  workman  under  him  are  fellow-ser- 
TMts :  Fdtham  r.  England,  L.  K.,  2  Q. 
B.  33 ;  Kejfstone  Bridge  Co,  v,  Newberry^ 
96  Penn.  Sl  246 ;  C.  ^  T.  Bif,  Co,  v. 
Smmons,  U  Brad.  147;  Daubert  r. 
Pickd,  4  Mo.  App.  591  ;  Hoth  r.  P^ers, 
55  Wb.  405  ;  Bueraon  r.  W.  Coal  ^ 
Mm.  Co,,  50  Iowa  674. 

The  following  hare  been  held  to  be 
fellow-servants :  A  laborer  engaged  in 
the  Berrice  of  a  city  and  the  foreman 
OTer  him:  McDermott  r.  Botton,  133 
MasB.  349.  A  foreman  of  a  lock  who 
was  engaged  in  superintending  the  rais- 
ing of  a  vessel  in  the  lock,  and  a  laborer 
in  the  same  work.    See  also  McDonald 

Eagle,  fr^,  Co.,  67  Ga.  761  ;  8.  c.  68 
Id.  839.  A  switch  tender,  and  an  en- 
gineer; C,  R,  By.  Co.  T.  Henry, 
7  Br  d.  322.  A  detective  employed  to 
vitcb  a  txMk,  and  those  running  trains : 
^  T.  C,  B.  ^  Q.  By.  Co,,  54  Iowa 
223.  A  track  repairer  and  a  brakeman: 
SiAlm  V.  fUchburg  By.  Co.,  129  Mass. 
269.  A  jard  switchman,  and  a  car 
inspector:  Gibson  t.  N,  C.  By.  Co,,  22 
Hon  289.  A  yard-master  apd  his  asso- 
McCotker  v.  Long  Id.  By.  Co., 
WN.  Y.  77.  A  fireman  and  a  brake- 
on  the  same  train:  Greenwald  r.  Af. 
irc,  Ry.  Co.,  49  Mich.  197  ;  Nash- 
^  C,  ire  By.  Co,  V.  Wheless,  10 
Le»  (Tenn.)74l ;  s.  o.  43  Am.  R.  317. 
A  conductor  and  a  brakeman:  T^yer  t. 
^-  i.,  ire.,  By.  Co.,  22  Ind.  26  ;  Smith 

T-  P.  U.  By.  Co.,  46  Mich.  258. 
Engineer  and  telegraph  operator,  under 
«rtain  circomstances :  Dana  v.  N.  Y. 

Rif,,  23  Hun  473.  Engineer  and 
'^•keman:  Bailway  Co.  v.  Banney,  37 
Ohio  St.  685.   The  runner  of  a  steam- 
employed  in  lowering  material 


and  hoisting  rock,  in  sinking  a  shaft,  and 
the  men  in  the  shaft  engaged  in  excava- 
ting and  loading  the  rock  to  be  hoisted: 
Buckley  v.  Gould,       Co.,  8  Sawyer  C. 
C.  395  ;  B.  c.  14  Fed.  R.  833  and  note. 
Yard  hand  and  person  employed  to  strip 
engines  :  C.     N.  W,  By,  Co.  r,  Scheur- 
ing,  4  Brad.  534.    A     mining  boss" 
and  a    drain  boss."    Lehigh  Vol.  By. 
Co.  V.  Jones,  86  Pa.  St.  433.    A  jour- 
neyman carpenter  and  bridge  builder, 
and  one  laboring  with  him  and  directing 
the  job.     Yager  v.  Atlantic,  ^c,  By., 
4  Hughes  192.     Superintendent,  who 
received  half  of  the  profits,  and  one  em- 
ployed as  a  laborer.  Zeigler  r.  Day,  123 
Mass.  152.    A  road  master,  whose  duty 
it  was  to  turn  the  switch,  and  the  fireman 
and  engineer.    Walker  v.  B.  ^  Af.  By, 
Co.,  128  Mass.  8.    MiU^  t.  B.  ^  M. 
By,  Id.    Coupler  of  cars  and  an  en- 
gineer.   Valterz  r.  0.  ^  M.  By.  Co,, 
85  111.  500.   **  Mining  bosses"  and  mi- 
ners under  the  provisions  of  the  Mine 
Ventilation  Act  of  1870.  Dd.,  J-c,  Ca- 
nal  Co,  T.  Carroll,  89  Pa.  St.  374.  La- 
borer employed  in  hoisting  coal  by  ma- 
chinery, and  engineer  tending  the  engine 
running  the  same.  Wood  v.  New  Bedford 
Coal  Co,,  121  Mass.  252.  Prima  facie  a 
person  employed  to  superintend  the  dig- 
ging of  a  trench,  and  the  laborers  employed 
to  dig  it.  flynn  v.  Salem,  134  Mass. 
351  ;  FJoyd  r.  'Sugden,  134  Mass.  563. 

See  generally  as  to  who  are  fellow- 
servants — Lovegrovey.  L,,  4^.,  By.  Co., 
16  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  669  ;  KeUy  r.  John^ 
son,  128  Mass.  530  ;  Crispin  v.  Babbitt, 
81  N.  Y.  516  ;  Nat.  lUe  Works  v. 
Bedell,  96  Pa.  St.  175  ;  Keystone  Bridge 
Co,  V.  Kennedy,  Id.  246  ;  Wiggett 
V.  Fox,,  11  Exch.  832;  Barringer  v. 
Del,,  ire,  Canal  Co.,  19  Hun.  216  ;  J/c- 
Andrews  v.  Bums,  39  N.  J.  L.  117  ; 
Albro  V.  Agaaoam,  ^c,  Co.,  6  Cush.  75  ; 
Bailway  Co.  v.  Lewis,  33  Ohio  St.  196. 
Whether  a  stevedore  and  a  laborer  are 
fellow-servants  held,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  fact  for  the  jury.  Mullan  v. 
P.  ir     Steamship  Co.,  78  lU.  25 ;  8. 0. 
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21  Am.  Rep.  2  ;  Easi  v.  P.  ^  C.  Steam- 
hhip  Co.,  88  Pa.  St.  269.  See  also 
Shedd  T.  Jforan,  10  Brad.  618. 

The  fact  that  a  foreman  was,  under 
certain  circumstances,  allowed  to  hire 
and  discharge  men,  does  not  of  itself 
make  him  the  agent  of  the  principal. 
Hamilton  v.  Iron,  ^c,  Co,,  4  Mo.  App. 
564.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  one  em- 
ployee upon  a  railway  is  hired  and  dis- 
charged by  one  superior  agent  and 
another  by  another,'  affect  the  relation  of 
the  employees  to  each  other  as  fellow- 
servants.  Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  Dl.  61  ; 
B.  o.  39  Am.  Rep.  627.  Wliere  a  rail- 
way company  leases  of  another  company 
its  track,  the  trains  of  the  lessee  being 
allowed  to  run  over  such  track,  subject 
to  the  control,  rules  and  orders  of  the 
lessor,  by  virtue  of  an  agreement  to  that 
effect  between  the  companies,  the  lessor 
will  be  regarded  as  the  common  master 
of  the  servants  of  the  lessee,  while  run- 
ning its  trains  on  the  leased  track,  and 
the  employees  of  the  two  companies  as 
fellow-servanls  of  the  lessor.  C,  B.  ^ 
Q.        Co.  T.  Clark^2  Brad.  596. 

In  Smith  v.  I^int,  ^c,  Ry.  Co.,  46 
Mich.  258,  a  brakeman  in  coupling  cars 
had  his  arm  crushed  by  a  loosened  dead- 
wood  which  had  come  from  another  road. 
It  was  the  business  of  inspectors  em- 
ployed on  both  roads  to  see  that  cara 
transferred  were  in  proper  condition. 
Held,  that  the  car  inspector  was  a  fcUow- 
servant  of  tlio  brakeman,  and  that  the 
latter  could  not  recover  from  the  railway 
company. 

A  railway  company  is  not  liable  for 
injuries  inflicted  through  the  negligence 
of  its  servants,  upon  a  stranger  to  the 
company  while  engaged  in  the  voluntary 
service  of  the  company  in  uncoupling  the 
cars,  if  by  his  negligence  he  contributed 
to  the  injury :  N.  0.  i?y.  Co.  v.  Harri- 
soft,  48  Miss.  112;  s.  c.  12  Am.  Rep. 
356  ;  see  Flower  v.  Pmn.  R.  R.  Co,,  69 
Pa.  St.  210 ;  Dagg  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co., 
1  Hurlst.  &  N.  772. 

In  Beilfm  v.  N.  K,  ^r.,  Ry.  Co.,  29 


Hun  556,  a 
sent  out  und 
was  employe 
to  superinten 
under  the  ord 
of  the  shops  i 
were  being  re 
tate  was  kilU 
car,  which  wt 
and  negligent 
that  S.  was  a 
ceased,  and  t'. 
responsible  for 

In  Howhmi 
54  Wis.  226,  t 
as  a  shovelcr  c 
company,  upon 
moving  snow  frc 
by  the  overturr 
he  rode,  by  re- 
attempt  of  the 
snow-bank  from 
snow-plow  alon€ 
turn  of  the  train . 
by  the  plaintiff" 
that  such  overtar 
of  the  perils  of 
assumed,  and  it 
others  whose  nc 
were  fellow-serra 
ployment. 

In  Searle  v.  Lim 
429,  the  plaintiff 
engineer  on  board 
while  employed  wi 
of  the  chief  enginee. 
one  of  the  handles 
quence  of  the  machine 
the  negligence  of  the  chief  engineer,  in  a 
defective  and  unsafe  condition,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  seriously  injured.  £re2</ 
that  the  owners  were  nut  liable. 

Where  the  service  of  workmen  is 
divided  into  different  departments  and 
each  department  committed  to  distinct 
bodies  of  workmen,  an  injury  to  a  ser- 
vant of  one  class  resulting  from  the 
negligence  of  a  servant  in  the  other  class 
will  entitle  the  servant  injured  to  inroke 
the  doctrine  of  retpondeat  nq>erior.  Bat 


CHICAQO,  11  ft  ST.  P.  BY.  CO,  v.  BOSS.  118 


where  the  different  classes  of  work  are 

committed  to  the  whole  bodjr  of  work- 
men vitboat  r^rd  to  its  character,  thej 
are  fellow-servants,  aod  the  employer  is 
not  liable.  Whether  in  any  given  case 
the  two  species  of  service  form  two  depart- 
ments, or  one,  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury.    Eolton  v.  Daltf,  4  Brad.  25. 

Who  abb  mot  Fellow-Sbbyavts.— 
Whoever  exercises  the  power  of  appoint- 
ing snd  removing  employees  or  servants, 
tboagh  his  grade  of  employment  as  to 
other  matters  makes  him  their  lellow- 
servant,  exercises  a  corporate  function 
and  renders  the  corporation  liable  for  his 
negligence,  Tgson  v.  S.  4r  ^^i'  Ry* 
Co.,  61  Ala.  554.  A  saperintendent  who 
employs  and  discharges  the  laborers  and 
employees  is  not  a  fellow-servant  of 
theirs,  bat  represents  the  master.  Mitchell 
T./2o6M«m,  80  Ind.  281. 

The  following  have  been  held  not  to 
be  felbw-servants :  A  fireman  and  a 
master  of  a  vessel.  The  Classop^  7  Saw- 
Ter  C.  C.  274.  An  employee  in  charge 
of  a  train,  and  an  employee  in  the 
company's  carpenter  shop.  Ryan  v. 
Odca^  ^  North  Western  Ry.  Co,,  60 
111.  171.  A  track  repairer  and  a  fire- 
man. C.  ^  N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Moranda, 
93  III.  302.  Persons  engaged  in  loading 
cars  with  freight  and  switch  tender.  C, 
^-  #c.,  Ry.  V.  Henry,  7  Brad.  322. 
To  the  same  effect  is :  Whalon  v.  Cen- 
tamarjf  Church,  62  Mo.  327  ;  Gorudy 
Vxiamlron  Works,  61  Mo.  492;  Beeson 
T.  Grem  Mt.,  ^v.,  Ry.  Co.,  57  Cal.  20 ; 
Walker  y.  Boiling,  22  Ala.  294  ;  Demny 
T.  Vulcan  Iron  Works,  4  Mo.  App.  236  ; 
l^eme  v.  Tarrytoum,  ^c,  Co.,  22  Hun 
26.  Engineer  of  train  carrying  day 
laborers  to  work,  and  sneh  laborers. 
Bmdl  T.  Hvdson  R.  Ry.  Co.,  5  Duer 
».  ButcoB/ra,  Ryan  v.  C.  V.  Ry.  Co., 
13  Pa.  St.  384  ;  Gillshannon  v.  S.  B. 
Ajr-  Co.,  10  CiLsh.  228.  A  general  fore- 
nan  who  has  full  charge  and  supervision 
of  a  work,  who  makes  out  the  pay-roll, 
Vou  XXXIII.— 15 


engages  and  discharges  men,  and  the 
laborers  under  him.  Eagan  v.  Tucker, 
18  Hun  347.  To  the  same  effect  is : 
Dowling  r.  Allen,  74  Bio.  13$  a.  c. 
41  Am.  Bep.  298  ;  Schultx  v.  C.  M.,  #-c., 
Ry.  Co.,  48  Wis.  375  ;  BrabbtUs  v.  C. 
iV.  W.  Ry.,  38  Id.  289.  See  note  to 
Malone  v.  Hathavoay,  21  Am.  Rep.  579  ; 
MUler  T.  Union  Bi.  Ry.,  17  Fed.  B. 
67  ;  GravelU  v.  Minneapolh,  ^c,  Ry. 
Co.,  3  McCrary  C.  C.  352.  A  day 
laborer  on  the  track  of  a  railway,  and 
an  engine  driver.  T.  W.,  i'c,  Ry.  Co. 
v.  0^  Connor,  77  111.  391.  A  mining 
captain,  having  the  entire  management 
of  the  mine,  and  a  laborer  in  the  mine. 
Ryan  v.  Bagaley,  50  Mich.  179;  45 
Am.  Rep.  35.  Workmen  employed  by 
cotton  manufacturing  company  to  keep 
the  machinery  of  the  mill  in  repair,  and 
a  weaver  in  the  factory.  Gunter  v. 
Grcuiiteville,  Comftany,  18  S.  C. 

268. 

The  rule  of  respondeat  superior  ap- 
plies where  an  employee  of  a  railway 
company  is  injured  by  reason  of  the 
negligence  of  another  employee  of  the 
same  company,  engaged  in  a  separate 
and  distinct  department,  having  no  im- 
mediate connection  with  that  in  which 
the  injured  employee  is  engaged.  N., 
^c,  Ry.  Co.  V.  Carroll,  6  Heiak.  (Tenn.) 
347. 

In  Ohio  it  is  well  settled  that  where 
one  servant  is  placed  by  his  employer  in 
a  position  of  subordination  to,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  orders  and  control  of  others, 
and  such  inferior  servant,  without  fault, 
and  while  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties, 
is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  supe- 
rior servant,  the  master  is  liable :  Berea 
Stone  Co.  V.  Kraft,  31  Ohio  St.  292; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Stevens,  20  Ohio  415  ; 
C.  C,  ^c,  Ry.  V.  Keary,  3  Ohio  St. 
201 ;  M.  R.,  ^c,  Ry.  v.  Barber,  5  Id. 
541 ;  P.  Ft.,  i-c,  Ry.  Co.  v.  De- 
vinney,  17  Id.  197.  See  also  Lake 
Shore,  4rc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  LavaUey,  36  Ohio 
St.  221. 
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A  section  foreman,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
keep  the  track  in  repair  and  free  from 
obstructions,  in  this  particular  represents 
the  company,  and  is  not  a  fellow-servant 
with  a  switchman  ;  Hall  v.  Mo.  Pacific 
Ry,  Co.,  74  Mo.  298.  This  rule  was  laid 
down  in  Lewis  v.  Ry.  Co.,  59  Mo.  495, 
and  has  since  been  followed  in  the  Mis- 
souri courts. 

In  Abraham  Reynolds^  5  Hurlst.  & 
N.  143,  the  plaintiff,  a  servant  of  J.  & 
Co.,  who  were  employed  by  the  defend- 
ants to  carry  cotton  from  a  warehouse, 
was  receiving  the  cotton  into  his  lorry, 
when,  in  consequence  of  the  negligence 
of  defendants'  porter  in  lowering  the 
bales  from  the  upper  floor  of  the  ware- 
house, a  bale  fell  upon  him.  Held,  that 
the  plaintiff  and  defendants'  servant  not 
being  under  the  same  control,  or  forming 
part  of  the  same  establishment,  were  not 
so  employed  on  a  common  object  as  to 
deprive  tlie  plaintiff  of  a  right  of  action 
against  the  defendants  for  such  negli- 
gence. 

In  Baird  t.  Pettit,  70  Pa.  St.  447, 
tlie  plaintiff  was  employed  as  a  drafts- 
man in  the  defendant's  locomotive  works. 
A  carpenter  employed  in  "jobbing"  for 
defendant  in  any  part  of  the  warehouse, 
was  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant, 
superintending  the  excavation  of  a  ceUar 
under  the  building,  employing  hands, 
etc.  He  had  a  large  pile  of  dirt  thrown 
on  the  public  walk.  The  plaintiff,  in 
leaving  the  house  in  the  dark  after  ceas- 
ing work,  fell  over  the  dirt  and  was 
injured .  Held,  that  they  were  not  fellow- 
servants  and  that  the  defendants  w«ro 
liable.  Held,  further,  tliat  the  plaintiff 
having  ceased  work  and  left  the  shop, 
the  relation  of  master  and  servant  had 
ceased,  and  the  defendant  was  liable  to 
him  as  to  any  otlier  citizen. 

As  to  when  employee  deemed  cdter  ego 
of  master,  see  generally,  Foues  v.  Phil- 
lips,  39  Ark.  17  ;  Hart  v.  N.  F., 
jDodfc  Co,,  48  Supr.  Ct.  460 ;  Dwy^r  v. 
Am.  Ex,  Co.,  55  Wis.  453;  Dobbin 
V.  Ry.  Co.,  81  N.  C.  447. 


Modification  or  thb  GENBitiL 
Rule. — To  the  general  rule  of  law  that 
the  master  is  not  responsible  to  one  ser- 
vant for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  a  co-servant  of  the  common 
employer,  there  are  two  well-defined  ex- 
ceptions : 

First. — Where  the  servant  whose  neg- 
ligence caused  the  injury  was  an  unfit 
and  incompetent  person  to  be  intrusted 
with  the  duty  to  which  he  was  assigned, 
and  the  accident  resulted  from  his  incom- 
petency and  unfitness  ;  Laning  v.  N,  Y. 
Cent,  Ry.  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  521. 

Second, — Where  the  accident  resulted 
from  unsafe  and  imperfect  machinery, 
and  appliances,  furnished  for  the  use  of 
the  servant  in  the  master's  business  ; 
Laning  v.  N.  Cent,  Ry.  Co.,  supra ; 
Flike  V.  Boston  Alb,  Ry  Co,,  53  N.  Y. 
550  ;  Fuller  v.  Jewett,  80  N.  Y.  46. 

These  exceptions,  however,  are  subject 
to  the  qualification  that  the  duty  imposed 
upon  the  master,  to  furnish  competent 
servants,  and  to  famish  fit  and  safe  ma- 
chinery, is  not  absolute,  but  relative. 
The  master  does  not  guarantee  either  the 
competency  of  the  co-servants  or  the 
satety  of  the  machinery :  G,  H.,  ^-c, 
Ry.  Co.  v.  Delahunty,  53  Tex.  206  ;  C. 
^  iV.  W,  Ry,  Co.  V.  Scheuring,  4  Brad. 
533;  Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  N.  Y.  61  ; 
C.  ^  N.  W.  Ry.  Co,  V.  Bragonier,  II 
Brad.  517;  Buckley  y.  Gould,  ^c,  Co., 
8  Sawy.  C..C.  395  ;  8.  c.  14  Fed.  R.  833. 
He  undertakes  to  use  due  and  reason- 
able care  in  both  respects :  Murphy  v. 
Boston,  4rc,,  Ry,  Co.,  88  N.  Y.  146; 
Kain  v.  Smith,  25  Han  146  ;  Ijombtrt 
V.  Pickel,  4  Mo.  App.  590  ;  Colton  v. 
Ricluirds,  123  Mass.  484 ;  Ala,  ^  Fla. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Walker,  48  Ala.  460;  Jy- 
san  y.  S.  i'  N.  A.  Ry.  Co.,  61  Ala. 
554;  McDonald  v.  Hazletine,  53  Cal. 
35  ;  ^.  ^  r.  C.  Ry.  v.  Meyers,  55  Tex. 
110;  Currow  v.  Merchants^  Manufactur- 
ing Co.,  135  Mass.  374;  A'in<7  v.  Ohio, 
ire,  Ry.  Co.,  14  Fed.  Rep.  277. 

Duty  of  Masteb  okkerallt.— 
The  duty  of  the  master  to  the  servant,  or 
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his  implied  contract  with  his  senrant,  is 
adminblj  described  bj  Folobb,  J.,  in 
Latang  t.  N.  Y.  Ont.  R^.,  49  N.  Y. 

Said  bo:  That  dnt}r  or  contract 
if  to  the  result  that  the  serrant  shall  be 
nnder  no  risk  from  imperfect  or  inade- 
qoare  machinery,  or  other  material  means 
and  appliances,  or  from  unskilful  or  in- 
competent fellow-servants  of  anj  grade. 
It  is  a  duty  or  contract  to  be  affirma- 
tirely  and  poeitively  performed,  and  there 
is  niH  a  performance  of  it  until  there  has 
been  placed  for  the  servant's  use,  perfect 
iod  adequate  physical  means,  and  for  his 
helpniates  fit  and  competent  fellow-ser- 
vants; or  due  care  used  to  that  end. 
That  some  general  agent  clothed  with  the 
pover,  and  charged  with  the  duty  to 
make  performance  for  the  master,  has  not 
done  his  duty  at  all,  or  has  not  done  it 
well,  neither  shows  a  performance  by  the 
muter,  nor  excuses  the  master's  non- 
performance,— when  it  is  done,  and  not 
tili  then,  is  his  duty  met  or  his  contract 
kept.  The  servant  here  takes  the  risk 
of  the  negligence  of  his  fellows  in  the  use 
of  the  materials  and  implements  fnr- 
ninbed,  and  of  their  failure  from  latent 
defects  not  revealed  by  practical  tests, 
and  from  deterioration  by  the  usual  wear 
and  tear.  »  •  ♦  ♦  The  principals  may 
not  avoid  the  duty  which  they  owe  to 
their  servants  of  furnishing  them  with 
sound  medianical  contrivances,  and  ac- 
companying them  with  competent  fellows, 
hj  conferring  upon  superior  servants  the 
duty  of  selecting  and  hirmg.  The  duty 
being  that  of  the  principals,  and  theirs 
the  contract,  it  is  theirs  to  fulfil  and 
perform,  and  if  it  is  not  done,  or  insuffi- 
dently  done,  the  failure  to  do  so  is  theirs. 
As  is  well  said, '  if  a  master's  knowledge 
of  defects  be  unnecessary  to  his  liability, 
the  more  he  neglects  his  business  and 
abandons  it  to  others,  the  less  will  he  be 
liable.'  (Btlbs,  J. ,  in  Eoimea  v.  C/adfc, 
W.  R.  405)." 

The  fact  that  a  servant  became  negli- 
gent after  he  had  been  employed,  does 
not,  withoat  other  evidence,  show  negli- 


gence in  the  master  in  selecting.  A#c- 
iMmald  v.  The  EagU,  Co.,  67  Ga. 
761  ;  8.  0.  68  Ga.  839.  See  generally 
as  to  the  duty  of  master,  Drymala  v. 
Tkompton  et  al,,  26  Minn.  40  ;  Railway 
Co.  V.  Dunham,  49  Texas  181  ;  Blake  ^. 
Me.  Cent,  Ry.  Co.,  70  Me.  60 ;  Jordan 
V.  WelU,  3  Woods  527  ;  Tex,  M.  ft.  Co. 
y.  Whitmore^  58  Tex.  276  ;  Jonee  v. 
MUls,  126  Mass.  84 ;  Lawler  v.  Androe- 
coggin  Rg.  Co,,  62  Me.  463  ;  16  Am. 
K.  492 ;  O'Connell  v.  B.  ^  0.  Ry.  Co., 
20  Md.  212 ;  Shauck  v.  N,  C.  Rg.  Co., 
25  Id.  462  ;  Smth  v.  Steele,  L,  R., 
10  Q.  B.  125;  11  Eng.  R.  194  ;  Uowd 
V.  Miss.  Cent.  Rg,  Co.,  50  Miss.  178. 

If  the  negligence  of  a  railway  company 
is  the  efficient  cause  of  the  injury,  it  is 
liable,  although  the  servant  may  have 
been  himself  in  some  default,  and  might 
have  escaped  injury  by  the  exercise  of 
extraordinary  care.  iV.,  Ry,  Co,  v. 
Carroll,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  348. 

A  railway  company  cannot  contract  in 
advance  with  its  employees  for  the  waiver 
and  release  of  the  liability  imposed.  Kan. 
Pa,  Rg,  V.  Paaveg^  29  Kan.  169 ;  s.  c. 
44  Am.  R.  630. 

Where  a  servant  engaged  in  the  opera- 
tion of  machinery,  by  reason  of  his  youth 
and  inexperience,  is  not  aware  of  the 
danger  to  which  he  is  expo^,  it  is  the 
duty  of  his  master  to  warn  him  if  he  him- 
self knows  of  it,  and  this  notwithstanding 
the  existence  of  that  which  renders  the 
machinery  dangerous  is  known  to  the 
servant.  Dowling  v.  Allen,  74  Mo.  18. 
See  also  Hamilton  v.  G,,  H,,  ffc,^  Rg,, 
54  Tex.  556. 

Duty  of  thb  Master  to  Select 
AKD  Retain  Coxpbtbkt  Fellow-Seb- 
YAHTB. — ^If  the  master  is  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  the  employment  of  a  fellow-ser. 
vant,  or,  after  notice,  continuing  in  his 
employment  an  incompetent  servant,  he 
is  liable.  Ohio  ^  Mississippi  Rg,  Co, 
V.  CoUam,  73  Ind.  261  ;  Marshall  v. 
Skricker,  63  Mo.  309 ;  McAndrew  v. 
Bums,  39  N.  J.  1 17  ;  Walker  v.  Boiling, 
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22  Ala.  294 ;  Franer  v.  Penn,  Ry.,  38 
Pa.  St.  104  ;  PUtsbg.,  ^c,  Ry.  Ck>,  t. 
RiAy,  38  Ind.  294  ;  McDermoU  v.  Boa- 
ion,  133  Mass.  349  ;  H.  ^  T., 
V.  WUiis,  53  Tex.  318. 

As  to  what  is  sufficient  oridence  of  the 
competency  of  a  servant,  see  Gibson  v. 
N.  a  Ry.  Co.,  22  Hnn  288;  Barvey 
V.  iV.  y.  Cent.  Ry.  Co.,  88  N.  Y.  481  ; 
Fones  v.  Phillips,  39  Ark.  17  ;  Mwrphy 
V.  5if.  Z.,  ^c,         71  Mo.  202. 

A  master  is  liable  for  his  negligence  in 
failing  to  fiirnish  a  sufficient  number  of 
servants  to  insure  safety.  Hardy  v.  Cent* 
Ry.,  76  N.  C.  5. 

Permission  given  by  a  railway  com- 
pany to  an  engineer  to  allow  a  fireman  to 
act  as  engineer  when  competent,  makes 
the  company  liable  for  a  mistake  or  negli- 
gence of  the  engineer  in  permitting  a 
fireman  to  handle  the  engine  when  incom- 
petent for  duty.  Harper  v.  Wood,  47 
Mo.  567  ;  14  Am.  R.  353.  See  also 
Ohio  4"  Miss.  Ry.  v.  Coilam,  73  Ind. 
261. 

Where  a  conductor  is  habitually  intem- 
perate and  unfit  for  service,  and  his 
habits  and  unfitness  are  known  to  the 
railway  company,  it  is  liable  to  his  fel- 
low-servants for  his  negligence.  Hunting- 
don, Ry.  Co.  V.  Decker,  84  111. 
419. 

As  to  the  liability  of  connecting  lines 
of  railway  to  employee,  see  Phil., 
Ry.  Co.  y.  State,  58  Md.  373. 

Duty  of  Mastbb  to  fitrnish  Safb 
Macuinbrt. — A  master  must  provide 
his  servants  with  safe  and  suitable  ma- 
chinery and  appliances  necessary  for  their 
work,  and  must  also  keep  them  in  repair. 
Laning  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Ry.,  40  N.  Y. 
521  ;  ffike  r,  B.  ^  A.  Ry.,  53  N.  Y. 
550  ;  Lasure  t.  GranitevUle,  ^c,  Ry, 
Co.,  18  S..C.  296;  Cotvles  v.  Ry.  Co., 
84  N.  C.  309  ;  Noyea  v.  Smith,  28  Vt. 
59;  Gallagher  r.  Piper,  16  0.  B.  (N. 
S.)  669;  Mulckey  v.  Methodist  R.  S., 
125  Mass.  487  ;  Green  v.  Banta^  48  N. 
Y.  Supr.  Ct.  156. 


The  fact  that  an  employee  was  killed 
in  consequence  of  defective  machinery, 
will  not  of  itself  make  out  a  case  against 
his  employer.  It  must  be  shown  that  the 
employer  was  aware  of  the  defect,  or 
that  by  reasonable  care  it  could  have 
been  dif>covered.  Elliott  v.  St.  L.y 
Ry.,  67  Mo.  272. 

The  master  is  liable  for  defective  ma- 
chinery, although  the  negligence  of  a 
fellow-servant  contributed  to  the  injury. 
McMahon  v.  Henning,  1  McCrary  516; 
Kain  v.  Smith,  25  Kan.  146  ;  Cone  v. 
Del.,        Ry.,  81  N.  Y.  206. 

If  the  master  has  provided  suitable 
material  and  machinery,  he  is  not  liable 
for  the  negligence  or  error  in  judgment 
of  any  of  the  servants  in  selecting  and 
using  them,  provided  they  are  of  adequate 
skill  and  careful,  prudent  persons. 
Harnu  v.  SMvan,  1  Brad.  251  ;  HMen 
V.  Fuchburg  Ry.  Co.,  129  Mass.  268  ; 
Marvin  v.  Muller,  25  Hun  163  ;  Floyd 
T.  Sugden,  134  Mass.  563  ;  Collins  v.  St. 
P.,        Ry.,  30  Minn.  31. 

Duty  OF  Sebvakt. — A  servant  must 
not  have  been  guilty  of  negligence  in 
order  to  recover.  McDade  v.  Ga.  Ry. 
Co.,  60  Ga.  119  ;  Cowles  t.  Ry.  Co.,  84 
N.  C.  309  ;  Kenneyy.  Cent.  Ry.,  ^\  Ga. 
590;  Day\.  Toledo,  f-c,  Ry.,42Wch. 
523.  If  tlie  employee  have  knowledge 
of  imperfect  machinery  and  continues 
using  it,  he  cannot  recover.  H.  ^  T.  C. 
Ry.  y.  Myers,  55  Tex.  110.  And  if  he 
have  knowledge  of  an  habitual  and  con- 
tinued negligence  of  his  employer  and 
acquiesces  therein,  and  continues  in  his 
service  without  objection  or  effort  to  cor- 
rect it,  he  waives  his  rights.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Knittal,  33  Ohio  St.  468  ;  Frazier  v, 
Psnn.  Ry.  Co.,  38  Pa.  St.  104. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  servant  to  give 
notice  of  a  defect  in  machinery,  or  of  the 
incompetency  of  a  fellow-servant,  if  be 
have  knowledge  of  eitlier.  Cowles  r. 
Railway  Co.,  supra;  But  where  the 
employee  is  so  grossly  and  notoriously 
unfit  that  not  to  know  of  his  nnfitness  is 
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negligeoce,  the  law  presumes  notice  to 
the  employer.  C-  ^  R,  L  Rg,  Co.  v. 
Doyle,  18  Kan.  59. 

An  efflplo3ree  must  make  reasonable 
use  of  his  facaldes  to  avoid  danger  or 
injnrT  in  the  course  of  his  emplovment. 
Hugha  t.  Wintma,  ^c,         27  Minn. 


137.  And  if  he  voluntarily  exposes  him- 
self to  dan^r  tliat  he  knows,  or  by  rea- 
sonable attention  might  know,  he  assumes 
all  risks  thereto.  Chicago  ^  T.  Ry,  v. 
SimaoHS,  11  Brad.  147. 

Charles  L.  Billikos. 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  Maseachusetts. 
COMMONWEALTH  v.  FRANKLIN  PIERCE. 

Toeonsdtnte  manslaughter  where  there  is  no  evil  intent  it  is  not  necessary  that 
^  killing  should  be  the  result  of  an  unlawful  act ;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  is  the  result 
of  reckless  or  foolhardy  presumption,  judged  by  the  standard  of  what  would  be 
reckless  in  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  under  the  same  circumstances. 

The  defendant,  who  publicly  practised  as  a  physician,  being  called  upon  to  attend 
8  lick  woman,  caused  her  with  her  consent  to  he  kept  in  flannels  saturated  with  kero- 
sene for  three  days,  by  reason  of  which  she  died.  There  was  evidence  that  he  had 
made  similar  applications  with  favorable  results  in  other  cases,  but  that  in  one  the 
elTbrt  had  been  to  blister  and  bum  the  flesh,  as  in  the  present  case.  Held,  that  the 
jory  baring  found  that  the  application  was  made  as  tlie  result  of  foolhardy  presump- 
tioD  or  gross  negligence,  a  conviction  of  manslaughter  was  proper. 

Commonwealth  Y.  Thtmpvm^  6  Mass.  134,  criticised. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  which  was  delivered  by 

Holmes,  J. — The  defendant  has  been  found  guilty  of  manslaugh- 
ter, on  evidence  that  he  publicly  practised  as  a  physician,  and, 
being  called  to  attend  a  sick  woman,  caused  her,  with  her  consent, 
to  be  kept  in  flannels  saturated  with  kerosene  for  three  days,  more 
or  less,  by  reason  of  which  she  died.  There  was  evidence  that  he 
bad  made  similar  applications  with  favorable  results  in  other  cases, 
bat  that  in  one  the  eifect  had  been  to  blister  and  burn  the  flesh  as 
in  the  present  case. 

The  main  questions  which  have  been  argued  before  us  are  raised 
bj  the  fifth  and  sixth  rulings  requested  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
bat  refused  by  the  court,  and  by  the  instructions  given  upon  the 
same  matter.  The  fifth  request  was,  shortly,  that  the  defendant 
muBt  have  *'so  much  knowledge  or  probable  information  of  the  fatal 
tendency  of  the  prescription  that  [the  death]  may  be  reasonably 
presumed  by  the  jury  to  be  the  eifect  of  obstinate,  wilful  rashness, 
and  not  of  an  honest  intent  and  expectation  to  cure."  The  seventh 
request  assumes  the  law  to  be  as  thus  stated.    The  sixth  request 
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was  as  follows :  "  If  the  defendant  made  the  prescription  with  an 
honest  purpose  and  intent  to  cure  the  deceased,  he  is  not  guilty 
of  this  offence,  however  gross  his  ignorance  of  the  quality  and  ten- 
dency of  the  remedy  prescribed,  or  of  the  nature  of  the  disease,  or 
of  both/'  The  eleventh  request  was  substantially  similar,  except 
that  it  was  confined  to  this  indictment. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  "  it  is  not  necessary  to  show 
an  evil  intent  that  if  by  gross  and  reckless  negligence  he  caused 
the  death,  he  is  guilty  of  culpable  homicide that  "  the  question 
is  whether  the  kerosene  (if  it  was  the  cause  of  the  death),  either  in 
its  original  application,  renewal,  or  continuance,  was  applied  as  the 
result  of  foolhardy  presumption  or  gross  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant;"  and  that  the  defendant  was  "  to  be  tried  by  no 
other  or  higher  standard  of  skill  or  learning  than  that  which  he 
necessarily  assumed  in  treating  her ;  that  is,  that  he  was  able  to  do 
so  without  gross  recklessness  or  foolhardy  presumption  in  undertak- 
ing it.'*  In  other  words,  that  the  defendant's  duty  was  not  enhanced 
by  any  express  or  implied  contract,  but  that  he  was  bound  at  his 
peril  to  do  no  grossly  reckless  act  when  he  intermeddled  with  the 
person  of  another,  in  the  absence  of  any  emergency  or  other  excep- 
tional circumstances. 

The  defendant  relies  on  the  case  of  Commonwealth  v.  Thompson^ 
6  Mass,  134,  from  which  his  fifth  request  is  quoted  in  terms.  His 
argument  is  based  on  another  quotation  from  the  same  opinion: 
"  To  constitute  manslaughter,  the  killing  must  have  been  a  conse- 
quence of  some  unlawful  act.  Now  there  is  no  law  which  prohibits 
any  man  from  prescribing  for  a  sick  person  with  his  consent,  if 
he  honestly  intends  to  cure  him  by  his  prescription."  This  lan- 
guage is  ambiguous,  and  we  must  begin  by  disposing  of  a  doubt 
to  which  it  might  give  rise.  If  it  means  that  the  killing  must  be 
the  consequence  of  an  act  which  is  unlawful  for  independent  rea- 
sons apart  from  its  likelihood  to  kill,  it  is  wrong.  Such  may  once 
have  been  the  law,  but  for  a  long  time  it  has  been  just  as  fully,  and 
latterly,  we  may  add,  much  more  willingly,  recognised  that  a  man 
may  commit  murder  or  manslaughter  by  doing  otherwise  lawful 
acts  recklessly,  as  that  he  may  by  doing  acts  unlawful  for  independ- 
ent reasons,  from  which  death  accidentally  ensues :  3  Inst.  57 ;  1 
Hale  P.  C.  472-477  ;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  29,  §§  3,  4,  12  ;  c.  31, 
§§  4-6;  Foster  262,  263,  Homicide,  c.  1,  §  4;  Bl.  Comm.  192, 
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197;  1  East  P.  C.  260  et  seq. ;  EuWs  Case,  Kelyng  40,  and  cases 
cited  below. 

But  recklessness  in  a  moral  sense  means  a  certain  state  of  con- 
scioasnesa  with  reference  to  the  consequences  of  one's  acts.  No 
matter  whether  defined  as  indifference  to  what  those  consequences 
maybe,  or  as  a  failure  to  consider  their  nature  or  probability  as 
fallj  as  the  party  might  and  ought  to  have  done,  it  is  understood 
to  depend  on  the  actual  condition  of  the  individual's  mind  with . 
regard  to  consequences,  as  distinguished  from  mere  knowledge  of 
present  or  past  ikcts  or  circumstances  from  which  some  one,  or 
ere^bodj,  else  might  be  led  to  anticipate  or  apprehend  them  if  the 
supposed  act  were  done.  We  have  to  determine  whether  reckless- 
ness in  this  sense  was  necessary  to  make  the  defendant  guilty  of 
felonious  homicide,  or  whether  his  acts  are  to  be  judged  by  the 
external  standard  of  what  would  be  morally  reckless  under  the  cir- 
cumstances known  to  him  in  a  man  of  reasonable  prudence. 

More  specifically,  the  questions  raised  by  the  foregoing  requests 
and  rulings  are  whether  an  actual  good  intent  and  the  expectation 
of  good  results  are  an  absolute  justification  of  acts,  however  fool- 
kardf  they  may  be,  if  judged  by  the  external  standard  supposed, 
and  whether  the  defendant's  ignorance  of  the  tendencies  of  kerosene 
administered  as  it  was  will  excuse  the  administration  of  it. 

So  far  as  civil  liability  is  concerned,  at  least,  it  is  very  clear  that 
what  we  have  called  the  external  standard  would  be  applied,  and 
that,  if  a  man's  conduct  is  such  as  would  be  negligent  in  a  man  of 
ordinary  prudence,  it  is  negligent  in  him.  Unless  he  can  bring  him- 
self within  some  broadly  defined  exception  to  general  rules,  the  law 
deliberately  leaves  his  idiosyncrasies  out  of  account,  and  peremp- 
torily assumes  that  he  has  as  much  capacity  to  judge  and  to  foresee 
consequences  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  in  the 
same  situation.  In  the  language  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  "  Instead, 
therefore,  of  saying  that  the  liability  for  negligence  should  be  co- 
Mtensive  with  the  judgment  of  each  individual,  which  would  be  as 
variable  as  the  length  of  the  foot  of  each  individual,  we  ought 
^^^T  to  adhere  to  the  rule  which  requires  in  all  cases  a  regard  to 
caation  such  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  observe 
^«"^Aan  V.  Menlove,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  468,  475 ;  a.  c.  4  Scott  244. 

If  this  is  the  rule  adopted  in  regard  to  the  redistribution  of  losses, 
^Wch  sound  policy  allows  to  rest  where  they  fall  in  the  absence  of 
*  clear  reason  to  the  contrary,  there  would  seem  to  be  at  least 
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equal  reason  for  adopting  ic  in  the  criminal  law,  which  has  for  ita 
Immediate  object  and  task  to  establish  a  general  standard,  or  at 
least  general  negative  limits,  of  conduct  for  the  community,  in  the 
interest  of  the  safety  of  all. 

There  is  no  denying,  however,  that  Commonwealth  v.  Thomp- 
soHj  althougli  possibly  distinguishable  from  the  present  case  upon 
the  evidence,  tends  very  strongly  to  limit  criminal  liability  more 
narrowly  than  the  instructions  given.  But  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  court  did  not  intend  to  lay  down  any  new  law.  They 
cite  J  and  meant  to  follow  the  statement  of  Lord  Hale,  IP.  C. 
429,  to  the  eifect  "  that  if  a  physician,  whether  licensed  or  not, 
gives  a  person  a  potion,  without  any  intent  of  doing  him  any  bodily 
Imrt,  but  with  intent  to  cure  or  prevent  a  disease,  and  contrary  to 
the  expectation  of  the  physician  it  kills  him,  he  is  not  guilty  of 
murder  or  mnnslaughter  6  Mass.  141.  We  think  that  the  court 
fit] I  into  the  mistake  of  taking  Lord  Hale  too  literally.  Lord 
Hale  himself  admitted  that  other  persons  might  make  themselves 
liable  by  reckless  conduct :  1  P.  C.  472.  We  doubt  if  he  meant 
to  deny  that  a  physician  might  do  so  as  well  as  any  one  else.  He 
hns  not  been  ao  understood  in  later  times :  Rex  v.  Long^  4  C.  & 
P.  4>8,  430;  Webb'8  Case,  2  Lewin  196,  211.  His  text  is 
simply  an  abridgment  of  4  Inst.  251.  Lord  CoKE  there  cites  the 
Mirror,  e,  4,  §  16,  with  seeming  approval,  in  favor  of  the  liability. 
The  case  cited  by  Hale  does  not  deny  it :  Fitz.  Abr.  Corone^  pi. 
103.  Another  case  of  the  same  reign  seems  to  recognise  it.  Y. 
B.  43  Ed,  in.  33,  pi.  38,  where  Thorp  said  that  he  had  seen  one 
indicted  for  killing  a  man,  whom  he  had  undertaken  to  cure,  by 
want  of  care.  And  a  multitude  of  modern  cases  have  settled  the 
hiw  aircrjrilingly  in  England :  Rez  v.  Williamson,  3  C.  &  P.  635; 
Tf'iiift/mond's  Case,  1  Lewin  169  ;  Fergusons  Case,  Id.  181 ;  Rex 
V,  Simpiton.  Willcock  Med.  Prof.,  part  2,  ccxxvii. ;  Rex  v.  Long, 
4  C.  k?.  3t^8 ;  Rex  v.  Long,  Id.  423 ;  Rex  v.  Spiller,  5  C.  &  P 
US]  Ri'x  V.  Senior,  1  Moody  346;  Webb's  Case,  2  Lewin  196; 
s.  1  M.  k  Rob.  406;  The  Queen  v.  Spilling,  2  Id.  107;  Re- 
giiid  V.  Whitehead,  3  C.  &  K.  202;  Regina  v.  Crick,  IF.  kF. 
356 ;  Regina  v.  Crook,  Id.  621 ;  Regina  v.  Markups,  4  Id.  366  ; 
Retjina  V.  Chamberlain,  10  Cox  C.  C  486  ;  Regina  v.  Maclead, 
V2  hi  534.  See  also  Ann  v.  State,  11  Humph.  169;  State  v. 
Rardister^  38  Ark.  605  ;  and  the  Massachusetts  cases  cited  below. 

If  a  physician  is  not  less  liable  for  reckless  conduct  than  other 
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people,  the  matter  is  clear  in  the  light  of  admitted  principle  and  the 
later  Masaachusetts  cases.  In  dealing  with  a  man  who  has  no 
special  training,  the  question  whether  his  act  would  be  reckless  in 
a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  is  evidently  equivalent  to  an  inquiry 
into  the  degree  of  danger  which  common  experience  shows  to  attend 
the  act  under  the  circumstances  known  to  the  actor.  The  only  dif- 
ference is,  that  the  latter  inquiry  is  still  more  obviously  external  to 
the  estimate  formed  by  the  actor  personally  than  the  former.  But 
it  is  familiar  law  that  an  act  causing  death  may  be  murder,  man- 
filaaghter,  or  misadventure,  according  to  the  degree  of  danger 
attending  it.  If  the  danger  is  very  great,  as  in  the  case  of  an 
aasaalt  with  a  weapon  found  by  the  jury  to  be  deadly,  or  an  assault 
with  hands  and  feet  upon  a  woman  known  to  be  exhausted  by  ill- 
ness, it  is  murder:  Commonwealth  v.  Drew^  4  Mass.  391,  396; 
Commonwealth  v.  Fox^  7  Gray  585.  The  doctrine  is  clearly  stated 
in  1  East  P.  C.  262. 

The  very  meaning  of  the  fiction  of  implied  malice  in  such  cases 
at  common  law  was,  that  a  man  might  have  to  answer  with  his  life 
fbr  consequences  which  he  neither  intended  nor  foresaw.  To  say 
that  he  was  presumed  to  have  intended  them  is  merely  to  adopt 
another  fiction,  and  to  disguise  the  truth.  The  truth  was,  that  his 
failure  or  inability  to  predict  them  was  immaterial,  if,  under  the 
circumstances  known  to  him,  the  court  or  jury,  as  the  case  might 
be,  thought  them  obvious. 

As  implied  malice  signifies  the  highest  degree  of  danger,  and 
makes  the  act  murder ;  so,  if  the  danger  is  less,  but  still  not  so 
remote  that  it  can  be  disregarded,  the  act  will  be  called  reckless, 
and  will  be  manslaughter,  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  assault  with 
feet  and  hands,  or  a  weapon  not  deadly,  upon  a  well  person.  Gases 
of  Drew  and  FoXj  vii  supra.  Or  firing  a  pistol  into  the  highway, 
when  it  does  not  amount  to  murder :  Burton's  Case^  1  Strange 
487.  Or  slinging  a  cask  over  the  highway  in  a  customary,  but  in- 
sufficient mode:  Rigmaidon*9  Case,  1  Lewin  180.  See  Hull* 8 
Coie^  Kelyng  40.  Or  careless  driving :  Regina  v.  TimminSy  7 
C.  k  P.  499  ;  Regina  v.  Dalloway,  2  Cox  C.  C.  273;  Regina  v. 
SmndaU,  2  C.  &  K.  230. 

If  the  principle  which  has  thus  been  established  both  for  murder 
&nd  manslaughter  is  adhered  to,  the  defendant's  intention  to  pro- 
duc<3  the  opposite  result  from  that  which  came  to  pass,  leaves  him 
in  the  same  position  with  regard  to  the  present  charge  that  he 
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would  have  been  in  if  he  had  had  no  intention  at  all  in  the  matter. 
We  think  that  the  principle  must  be  adhered  to,  where,  as  here, 
the  assumption  to  act  as  a  physician  was  uncalled  for  by  any 
sudden  emergency,  and  no  exceptional  circumstances  are  shown  ; 
and  that  we  cannot  recognise  a  privilege  to  do  acts  manifestly  en- 
dangering human  life,  on  the  ground  of  good  intentions  alone. 

We  have  implied,  however,  in  what  we  have  said,  that  it  is 
undoubtedly  true,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  a  man's  liability 
for  his  acts  is  determined  by  their  tendency  under  the  circum- 
stances known  to  him,  and  not  by  their  tendency  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances actually  affecting  the  result,  whether  known  or 
unknown.  And  it  may  be  asked  why  the  dangerous  character  of 
kerosene,  or  the  fatal  tendency  of  the  prescription,"  as  it  was  put 
in  the  fifth  request,  is  not  one  of  the  circumstances  the  defendant's 
knowledge  or  ignorance  of  which  might  have  a  most  important 
bearing  on  his  guilt  or  innocence. 

But  knowledge  of  the  dangerous  character  of  a  thing  is  only 
the  equivalent  of  foresight  of  the  way  in  which  it  will  act.  We 
admit  that,  if  the  thing  is  generally  supposed  to  be  universally 
harmless,  and  only  a  specialist  would  foresee  that  in  a  given  case 
it  would  do  damage,  a  person  who  did  not  foresee  it,  and  who  had 
no  warning,  would  not  be  held  liable  for  the  harm.  If  men  were 
held  answerable  for  everything  they  did  which  was  dangerous  in 
fact,  they  would  be  held  for  all  their  acts  from  which  harm  in  fact 
ensued.  The  use  of  the  thing  must  be  dangerous  according  to 
common  experience,  at  least  to  the  extent  that  there  is  a  manifest 
and  appreciable  chance  of  harm  from  what  is  done,  in  view  either 
of  the  actor*s  knowledge  or  of  his  conscious  ignorance.  And  there- 
fore, again,  if  the  danger  is  due  to  the  specific  tendencies  of  the 
individual  thing,  and  is  not  characteristic  of  the  class  to  which  it 
belongs,  which  seems  to  have  been  the  view  of  the  common  law 
with  regard  to  bulls,  for  instance,  a  person  to  be  made  liable  must 
have  notice  of  some  past  experience,  or,  as  is  commonly  said,  of 
the  quality  of  the  beast."  1  Hale  P.  C.  430.  But  if  the  dangers 
are  characteristic  of  the  class  according  to  common  experience,  then 
he  who  uses  an  article  of  the  class  upon  another  cannot .  escape  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  less  than  the  common  experience.  Common 
experience  is  necessary  to  the  man  of  ordinary  prudence,  and  a 
man  who  assumes  to  act  as  the  defendant  did  must  have  it  at  his 
peril.    When  the  jury  are  asked  whether  a  stick  of  a  certain  size 
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wafi  a  deadly  weapon,  they  are  not  asked  further  whether  the  defend- 
ant knew  that  it  was  so.  It  is  enough  that  he  used  and  saw  it  such 
as  it  was :  Commonwealth  v.  Drew^  ubi  supra  ;  Commonwealth  v. 
Wekter,  5  Cash.  295,  306.  So  as  to  an  assault  and  battery  by 
the  use  of  excessive  force  :  Commonwealth  v.  Randall^  4  Gray  36. 
So  here.  The  defendant  knew  that  he  was  using  kerosene.  The 
jury  hare  found  that  it  was  applied  as  the  result  of  foolhardy  pre- 
SQtnption  or  gross  negligence,  and  that  is  enough :  Commonwealth 
Y.Stratton,  114  Mass.  303,  305.  Indeed,  if  the  defendant  had 
known  the  fatal  tendency  of  the  prescription,  he  would  have  been 
perilously  near  the  line  of  murder :  Megina  v.  Packard,  C.  &  M, 
236.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to  invoke  the  authority  of  those 
exceptional  decisions  in  which  it  has  been  held,  with  regard  to 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances,  as  distinguished  from  foresight 
of  the  consequences  of  an  act,  that,  when  certain  of  the  circum- 
stances were  known,  the  party  was  bound  at  his  peril  to  inquire 
as  to  the  others,  although  not  of  a  nature  to  be  necessarily  inferred 
from  what  were  known  :  Commonwealth  v.  Hallett,  103  Mass.  452 ; 
Reginay,  Prince^  L.  R.,  2  C.  C.  154;  Commonwealth  v.  Farren, 
9  Allen  489. 

The  remaining  questions  may  be  disposed  of  more  shortly.  AVhen 
the  defendant  applied  kerosene  to  the  person  of  the  deceased  in  a 
way  which  the  jury  have  found  to  be  reckless,  or,  in  other  words, 
seriously  and  unreasonably  endangering  life  according  to  common 
experience,  he  did  an  act  which  his  patient  could  not  justify  by  her 
consent,  and  which  therefore  was  an  assault  notwithstanding  that 
consent:  Commonwealth  v.  Collberg,  119  Mass.  350;  see  Cowr 
monwealth  v.  Mink^  123  Mass.  422,  425.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
rely  on  the  principle  of  Commonwealth  v.  Stratton,  114  Mass.  303, 
that  fraud  may  destroy  the  effect  of  consent,  although  evidently 
the  consent  in  this  case  was  based  on  the  express  or  implied  repre- 
sentations of  the  defendant  concerning  his  experience. 

As  we  have  intimated  above,  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
knew  of  the  deadly  tendency  of  the  kerosene  was  not  only  unneces- 
Mry,  but  improper:  Regina  v.  Packard^  ubi  mpra.  An  allega- 
tion that  the  kerosene  was  of  a  dangerous  tendency  is  superfluous, 
although  similar  allegations  are  often  inserted  in  indictments,  it 
heing  enough  to  allege  the  assault  and  that  death  did  in  fact  result 
from  it  It  would  be  superfluous  in  the  case  of  an  assault  with  a 
Btafii  or  where  the  death  resulted  from  assault  combined  with  expos- 
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ure.  See  Commonwealth  v.  Macloon.  101  Mass.  1.  See  further 
the  second  coant,  for  causing  death  by  exposure,  in  Stockdales 
Case,  2  Lewin  220 ;  Begina  v.  Smith,  11  Cox  C.  C.  210.  The 
instructions  to  the  jury  on  the  standard  of  skill  by  which  the 
defendant  was  to  be  tried,  stated  above,  were  as  favorable  to  him 
as  he  could  ask. 

The  objection  to  evidence  of  the  defendant's  previous  unfavor- 
able experience  of  the  use  of  kerosene  is  not  pressed.  The  admis- 
sion of  it  in  rebuttal  was  a  matter  of  discretion :  Commonwealth 
V.  Blair,  126  Mass.  40. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  exceUent  work  on 
Criminal  Law,  yoI.  1,  i  314  (7th  cd.), 
lays  down  the  role  as  to  homicide  from 
carelessness,  thns : 

Every  act  of  gross  carelessness,  even 
in  the  performance  of  what  is  lawful, 
and  d  fortiori  of  what  is  not  lawful,  and 
every  nep:Hgcnt  omission  of  legal  duty, 
whereby  death  ensues,  is  indictable  either 
as  murder  or  manslaughter:"  i?ex  v. 
Carr,  8  C.  &  P.  168 ;  Reg,  v.  Haines, 
2  C.  &  K.  S68  ;  RexY.  Sullivan,  7  C.  & 
P.  64 1  ;  Errington's  Case,  2  Lewin  217  ; 
Reg,  V.  Edwards,  8  C.  &  P.  611  ;  Ann 
V.  State,  11  Humph.  159;  U.  S,  v. 
Freeman,  4  Mason  505  ;  Castell  v.  Bam- 
bridge,  2  Stra.  S56 ;  Rex  v.  Eras,  ^ 
East  P.  C.  236  ;  Reg.  v.  Marriott,  8  C. 
P.  425 ;  U.  S.  V.  Warner,  4  McLean 
463 ;  Rex  v.  SmUh,  2  C.  &  P.  449  ;  1 
East  P.  C.  264,  331  ;  Biltongs  Case,  2 
Lewin  214  ;  Reg,  v.  Barrett,  2  C.  &  K. 
343 ;  State  v.  Hoover,  4  Dev.  &  Bat. 
365  ;  Reg,  v.  EUis,  2  C.  &  K.  470 ; 
Etchherry  v.  Levielle,  2  Hilton  40  ;  State 
V.  O^Brien,  3  Vroom  169  ;  Reg.  v. 
Martin,  11  Cox  C.  C.  136. 

'*  If  a  man  take  upon  himself  an  office 
or  duty  requiring  skill  or  care — if,  by 
his  ignorance,  carelessness  or  negligence, 
ho  cause  the  death  of  another,  he  will  be 
guilty  of  manslaughter.  *  *  *  If  a  per- 
son, whether  a  medical  man  or  not, 
profess  to  deal  with  the  life  or  health 
of  another,  he  is  bound  to  use  competent 
skill  and  sufficient  attention ;  and  if  he 


cause  the  death  of  another  through  a 
gross  want  of  either,  he  will  be  guilty 
of  manslaughter:"  I  Arch.  Cr.  Pr.  & 
Plead.  '*9,  quoted  by  Mr.  Bishop,  1 
Bish.  Cr.  Law,  J  314  ;  Reg,  v  Spiller, 
5  C.  &  P.  333 ;  R^g,  v.  Van  Butchell, 
8  Id.  629  ;  Reg,  v.  Willimnson^  Id.  635  ; 
Reg.  v.  St.  John  Long,  4  Id.  396,  423 ; 
Rex  V.  Webb,  1  Moody  &  R  405. 

In  vol.  2  of  his  work  on  Criminal 
Law,  2  664,  Mr.  Bishop  says : 

"The  doctrine  as  to  physician  and 
patient  is  not  quite  the  same  in  England 
and  the  United  States,  and  possibly  it  is 
not  harmonious  among  our  states.  Ac- 
cording to  English  adjudication,  wheo- 
ever  one  undertakes  to  cure  another  of 
disease,  or  to  perform  on  him  a  surgical 
operation,  he  renders  himself  thereby 
liable  to  the  criminal  law,  if  he  does  not 
carry  to  this  duty  some  degree  of  skill, 
though  what  degree  may  not  be  clear; 
consequently,  if  the  patient  dies  through 
his  ill  treatment,  he  is  indictable  for 
manslaughter  :*'  Rer  v.  Spiller,  5  C.  & 
P.  833 ;  Fergvnton's  Case,  1  Lewin  LSI ; 
Rex  V.  Senior,  I  Moody  346  ;  Rex  v. 
Wel^,  1  Moody  &  R.  405 ;  2  Lewin 
196  ;  Reg.  v.  Spilling,  2  Moody  &  U. 
107  ;  Rex  v.  Long,  4  C.  A  P.  398  ;  Rex 
V.  Williamson,  3  C.  &  P.  635 ;  Reg.  v. 
Marhtss,  4  Post,  k  F.  356 ;  Reg.  v. 
Madeod,  12  Cox  C.  C.  534;  Reg. 
V.  Chamberlain,  10  Id.  486;  Regina 
v.  Spencer,  Id.  525.  Still  [sayi  Mr. 
Bbhop  in  the  same  section],  Willes, 
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J.,  onee  put  the  doctrine  in  a  naore 
reasonable  way,  thns :  *  If  a  man  knew 
that  ht  was  unng  medicines  betfond  kiM 
iaovledgef  and  was  meddling  with  thinj^s 
bejood  his  reach,  that  was  culpable  rash- 
Deis.  Negligence  might  consist  in  using 
medicines  in  the  use  of  which  care  was 
rcqair«d,  and  of  the  properties  of  which 
the  perfon  using  them  was  ignorant.  A 
person  who  to  took  a  leap  in  the  dark  in 
tbe  siiministradon  of  medicine  was  guilty 
of  grcMS  negligence  :*  "  Beg.  v,  AJarkusMj 
4  Foat.  &  Fin.  356,  359.  Mr.  Bishop 
then  v-erj  characteristically  and  M>mewhat 
dogmatically  observes:  Now,  in  the 
facts  of  human  life,  the  less  a  man  under- 
stands of  anything  occult,  like  the  unseen 
Torkings  of  medicine^  the  more  confi- 
dent he  is  that  his  knowledge  of  the 
tiling  is  perfect.  Therefore,  some  of 
onr  American  courts  have  laid  down  the 
doctrine,  not  altogether  inharmoniously 
with  this  utterance  of  the  learned  English 
jadge,  in  substance,  that,  since  it  is  law- 
fal  and  commendable  for  one  to  cure 
another,  if  he  undertakes  this  office  in 
good  faith,  and  adopts  the  treatment  he 
deems  best,  he  is  not  liable  to  be  adjudged 
a  felon,  though  the  treatment  should  be 
erroneous,  and,  in  the  eyes  of  those  who 
assume  to  know  all  about  this  subject, 
which  in  truth  is  understood  by  no  mor- 
tal, grossly  wrong ;  and  though  he  is  a 
person  called  hy  those  who  deem  them- 
eelres  wise,  grossly  igpfiorant  of  medicine 
andsni^ry:"  2  Bish.  Cr.  Law,  2  664, 
citing  Commonwealth  v.  Thompson^  6 
Mass.  134;  and  Rice  r.  Slate,  8  Mo. 
561. 

We  have  quoted  thns  largely  from  Mr. 
Bishop's  excellent  book,  because  we  be- 
liere  tluit  in  thns  dogmatizing  concerning 
the  Uck  of  knowledge  of  their  profession 
WthoK  following  the  sister  profession  of 
inedicine  and  surgery  he  has  himself  erred 
^^>roagfa  insufficient  knowledge  of  that  pro- 
fession. If  a  man  knew  that  he  was  using 
^^^^^iWaei  beyond  his  knowledge,  and  was 
ineddling  with  things  above  his  reach, 
^  was  [indeed]  culpable  rashness." 


But  it  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Justice 
WiLLBS,  in  the  case  from  whidi  the 
above  quotation  was  made,  wliich  was 
from  a  charge  to  the  jury  at  tlie  Durham 
Assizes,  1864,  intended  to  say  that  this 
was  the  only  khid  of  culpable  rashness. 
It  seems,  on  the  other  hand,  that  this  was 
merely  an  illustration  ;  for  he  immedi- 
ately adds:  Negligence  might  consist 
in  using  medicines  in  the  use  of  which 
care  was  required,**  Ac.  Sec  supra. 
That  it  was  merely  an  illustration  if 
further  apparent  from  the  fact  that  im- 
mediately thereafter  he  adds  another 
illustration  :  If  a  man  were  wounded, 
and  another  applied  to  his  wound  sul- 
phuric acid,  or  something  which  was  of 
a  dangerous  nature  and  ought  not  to  be 
applied  and  which  led  to  fatal  resulu, 
then  the  person  who  applied  this  remedy 
would  be  answerable,  and  not  the  person 
who  inflicted  the  wound,  because  a  new 
cause  had  intervened."  In  the  begin- 
ning of  his  charge  the  learned  judge  very 
properly  said  :  Every  person  who 
dealt  with  the  health  of  others  dealt  with 
their  lives,  and  every  person  who  so  dealt 
was  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  and 
noft  to  be  grossly  negligent.  ♦  *  ♦  An- 
other sort  of  gross  negligence  consisted 
in  rashness,  ^where  a  person  was  not 
sufficiently  skilled  in  dealing  with  dan- 
gerous medicines  which  should  be  care- 
fully used,  of  the  properties  of  which  he 
was  ignorant,  or  how  to  administer  a 
proper  dose.  A  person  who  with  igno- 
rant rashness  and  without  skill  in  his 
profession,  used  such  a  dangerous  medi- 
cine, acted  with  gross  negligence."  The 
drug  given  in  this  case,  and  which 
caused  death,  was  a  tablespoonful  of  a 
tincture  of  colchicnm  seeds,  containing 
eighty  grains  of  the  seeds,  eighteen 
grains,  as  is  said  in  the  case,  being  a 
fatal  dose. 

In  Nanny  Simpson^s  Case,  1  Lewin 
172,  262,  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
manslaughter  in  having  caused  the  death 
of  a  man  by  administering  white  vitriol 
as  a  medicine.    Bailet,  J.:  *'I  am 
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clear  that  if  a  person  not  haring  a  medi- 
cal edacation  and  in  a  place  where  per- 
sons of  a  medical  edacation  might  be 
obtained  takes  on  himself  to  administer 
medicine  which  may  haTe  a  dangerous 
effect,  and  such  medicine  destroys  the 
life  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  adminis- 
tered, it  is  manslanghter.  The  party 
may  not  mean  to  cause  death;  on  the 
contrary,  he  may  mean  to  produce  bene- 
ficial effects  ;  but  he  has  no  right  to  haz- 
ard medicine  of  a  dangerous  tendency, 
where  medical  assistance  can  be  obtained. 
If  he  does,  he  does  it  at  his  peril.'*  See 
also  Tassymond^s  Case,  1  Lewin  169, 
where  the  prisoner  was  convicted  of 
manslaughter  in  causing  the  death  of  an 
infant  by  negligently  selling  laudanum 
for  paregoric. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  cases  of 
Commonwealth  t.  Thompson,  6  Mass. 
184  (decided  in  1809)  ;  and  Bice  v. 
StcUe,  8  Mo.  561  (decided  in  1844),  in 
the  former  of  which  the  law  of  the  case 
is  contained  in  Chief  Justice  FAnsoNs's 
charge  to  the  jury  thnt  tried  the  prisoner, 
and  the  latter  of  which  is  apparently  de- 
cided mainly  upon  the  authority  of  the 
former,  seem  to  lay  down  the  rule  that 
in  order  to  warrant  a  conviction  for 
murder  or  manslaughter,  the  defendant 
must  have  some  knowledge  of  the  fatal 
tendency  of  the  prescription.  An  atten- 
tive perusal  of  tliesc  cases  cannot  fail,  as 
it  seems  to  us,  to  convince  the  reader  that 
there  was  a  palpable  failure  of  justice  in 
both  cases. 

In  the  case  of  Commonwealth  v.  Thomp- 
son, the  defendant  gave  to  the  patient 
suffering  with  a  cold,  powdered  lobelia, 
and  persisted  in  giving  it  to  him  for  a 


period  of  eight  days  tjll  he  was  so  com 
plctely  exhausted  that  no  relief  could  be 
afforded,  and  he  died  of  exhaustion. 
In  Rice  v.  The  State  the  defendant  was 
employed  by  the  husband  of  a  woman 
near  the  end  of  the  eighth  month  of  preg- 
nancy, to  cure  her  of  **  sciatica  and, 
after  having  been  informed  of  her  condi- 
tion and  that  other  physicians  had  cau- 
tioned against  the  use  of  vapor  baths  and 
emetics  in  her  then  condition,  he  com- 
menced a  course  of  treatment  by  steaming 
and  giving  lobelin,  and  persisted  in  this 
treatment  till  she  had  a  premature  deliv- 
ery, a  few  days  after  which  she  died. 
The  evidence  showed  that  she  had  been 
married  five  years,  and  during  that  time 
had  had  three  children,  always  doing 
well  after  a  birth,  and  was  in  better 
health  when  the  defendant  commenced 
his  practice  on  her  than  she  had  been  for 
many  years. 

It  seems  unnecessary  to  multiply  cases 
to  show  that  the  foregoing  two  cases  are 
erroneous.  The  court  in  the  principal 
case  has,  we  think,  shown  it  conclu- 
sively; and  the  passages  quoted  at  the 
head  of  this  note  from  Bishop  and  Archi- 
bald on  Criminal  Law,  with  the  authori- 
ties there  cited,  lay  down  the  rule  that 
ought  to  govern  such  cases.  Tlic  court 
in  the  principal  case  has  carefully  limited 
the  application  of  the  rule  there  laid 
down  to  cases  where  there  was  no  sud- 
den emergency  and  where  no  exceptional 
circumstances  were  shown,  and  thus 
limited,  the  rule  of  the  case  seems  emi- 
nently reasonable,  and  grounded  on  the 
soundest  views  of  public  policy. 

M.  D.  EwBXX. 

Chicago. 
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Supreme  Court  of  Penmylvania. 
LIENBACH  V.  TEMPLIN. 

Goods  parcbased  bj  a  married  woman  on  credit  are  not  separate  property ;  her 
tredit  is  nothing  in  the  e^e  of  the  law. 

A  married  woman  cannot  acquire  title  to  any  property  or  business  npon  the  credit 
of  its  after-prodaction. 

Where  a  wife  claims  property  as  against  her  husband's  creditors,  she  roust  show 
tfiSrmatively,  by  clear«  and  full  proof,  that  she  paid  for  it  with  her  own  separate 
fnnds. 

Ebrok  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Berks  County. 

This  was  a  feigned  issue  between  an  execution  creditor  and  the 
wife  of  the  execution  debtor  to  determine  the  ownership  of  per- 
sonal property  levied  upon.  The  facts  were  that  in  1877  the 
husband,  Levi  Templin,  was  indebted  to  Amos  Rothermel  and 
others,  and  informed  Rothermel  that  he  could  not  meet  his 
notes.  After  some  consultation  Rothermel,  on  December  18th 
1877,  agreed  to  purchase  certain  property  of  Templin's,  then  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  for  the  amount  of  his  claim.  This  he  did^  and 
received  a  bill  of  sale.  The  following  forenoon  this  property  was 
sold  to  the  wife,  Levina  Templin,  and  she  agreed  to  pay  for  it  at  the 
rate  of  fifty  dollars  per  month.  She  made  the  last  payment  Febru- 
ary 14th  1879.  After  the  bill  of  sale  had  been  made  Levi  Templin 
made  an  assignment  of  his  real  and  personal  property  for  the  benefit 
of  creditors.  He  made  claim  for  the  benefit  of  the  three  hundrc<l 
dollars  which  the  laws  permit  an  insolvent  debtor  to  make.  The 
household  goods  were  appraised  at  about  one  hundred  and  eleven 
dollars,  and  the  balance  to  make  up  the  three  hundred  dollars  was 
paid  to  him  in  money  out  of  the  sale  of  real  estate.  Levi  Templin 
as  well  as  his  wife,  testified  that  this  property  and  this  money,  after 
he  obtained  possession  of  it,  was  by  him  given  to  his  wife.  On 
August  10th  1880  Mrs.  Templin  applied  for  and  was  allowed  the 
benefit  of  the  Act  of  April  8d  1872,  securing  to  married  women 
their  separate  earnings.  On  September  20th  1880  the  present 
execution  was  levied. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Clark,  J. — The  act  of  1848  provides  in  very  clear  terms  that  pro- 
perty of  whatsoever  kind  or  nature,  which  shall  accrue  to  a  married 
woman  during  coverture,  "shall  be*'  owned  and  enjoyed  by  her  as  her 
own  separate  property,  "and  shall  not  be  subject  to  levy  and  execu- 
tion for  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  her  husband."    It  is  her  "pro- 
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perty"  only,  however,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  protect;  her 
earnings,  her  efforts  and  her  credit  are  her  husband's,  since  the  Act 
of  1848,  as  before.  What  she  may  be  said  to  acquire,  as  the  result  of 
her  skill  and  industry,  on  her  merely  personal  credit,  accrues  to  the 
husband,  and,  as  to  the  creditors,  is  to  be  taken  as  his :  Rat/bold 
V.  Rayhold,  8  Harris  811 ;  Bucher  v.  Ream,  18  P.  F.  Smith  420. 

Goods  purchased  by  a'  married  woman  on  her  own  credit  are 
not  her  separate  property :  Robinson  v.  Wallace,  3  Wright  133.  Her 
credit  is  nothing  in  the  eyes  of  the  law ;  when  she  does  contract, 
the  law  esteems  her  the  agent  of  her  husband :  Keugh  v.  JoneSy 
8  Casey  432;  Holland  v.  Hotter,  11  Id.  376.  A  married  woman 
must  have  a  separate  estate  to  protect  her  purchase  upon  credit. 
An  estate  available  and  proportionate  to  the  credit  it  supports. 
The  purchase  must  in  fact  be  made,  not  upon  her  credit,  but  upon 
the  credit  of  her  separate  estate ;  upon  her  ability  to  pay  out  of 
her  own  funds :  Grault  v.  Sylvia,  8  Wright  307. 

The  ownership  of  the  corpus  of  an  estate,  real  or  personal,  gives 
title  to, its  income  and  profits.  The  title  to  land  gives  title  to  its 
products,  no  matter  whose  labor  may  have  been  expended  in  the  pro- 
duction :  RvaH  v.  Voight,  55  Penn.  St.  442 ;  Mussel  v.  Gardner,  66 
Id.  247.  But  a  married  woman  cannot  acquire  title  to  land  upon 
the  credit  of  its  after-production,  nor  to  any  property  or  business 
upon  its  prospective  profits.  The  production  and  profits  are,  in 
general,  the  result  of  the  labor  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  their 
children,  and  whilst  creditors  have  no  claim  on  the  husband's  labor 
or  that  of  his  family,  as  such,  yet,  when  that  labor  acquires  title 
to  property,  they  may  have  a  claim  upon  the  property  thus  acquired. 
When  the  estate  is  hers,  the  production  is  hers ;  the  labor  expended 
in  realizing  income  cannot  affect  the  title  to  either. 

It  is  admitted  that  Mrs.  Templin  had  no  separate  estate ;  the 
purchase  of  the  property  was  made  on  her  credit  alone ;  the  busi- 
ness was  conilucted  with  the  property  thus  purchased,  and  the  pro- 
perty was  paid  for  out  of  the  earnings  of  the  business.  We  may 
accept  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  under  the  charge  of  the  court,  as  a 
finding  that  the  transaction  was  bona  fide,  and  was  not  a  device  to 
save  it  from  Templin's  creditors  ;  but,  assuming  this,  the  property 
was  not  the  property  of  Mrs.  Templin  ;  her  credit,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, was  her  husband's  credit,  and  the  earnings  of  the  busi- 
ness was  the  husband's  money;  it  follows,  that  the  property 
involved  in  the  transaction  of  18th  of  December,  1877,  was  as 
respects  his  creditors,  the  husband's  property. 
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It  was,  of  course,  competent  for  Templin,  so  far  as  the  transac- 
tion affected  Himself  only,  to  place  the  title  and  ownership  in  his 
wife,  not  only  of  that  embraced  in  the  agreement  of  18th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1878,  but  of  that  also  which  he  had  taken  under  the  exemp- 
tion law.  A  husband  may  freely  bestow  his  goods  upon  his  wife 
or  opon  any  other  person,  but  he  must  be  just  to  his  creditors  before 
he  can  afford  to  be  generous  to  his  friends.  The  rights  of  creditors  rise 
«iperior  to  claims,  which  are  founded  on  no  valuable  consideration.  • 

Nor  can  we  discover  how  the  petition  and  decree  of  10th  of 
August,  1880,  which  secured  to  Mrs.  Templin  the  rights  of  a  feme 
9ok  trader,  could,  withoat  more,  have  any  effect  upon  the  determi- 
nation of  this  case.  It  is  true  that  a  portion  of  the  property 
embraced  in  the  sheriff's  levy  was  purchased  after  the  date  of  this 
decree ;  but  with  whose  funds  was  the  purchase  made  ?  It  has  not 
been  shown  that  the  purchase  was  made  with  the  moneys  of  the 
wife;  where  a  wife  claims  property,  as  against  her  husband's  cred- 
itors, she  must  show  affirmatively,  by  clear  and  full  proof,  that  she 
paid  for  it  with  her  own  separate  funds :  Keefney  v.  Oood^  9  Harris 
355;  Gamber  v.  Gamber^  6  Id.  366.  She  must  make  it  clearly 
^pear  that  the  means  of  acquisition  were  her  own,  independently 
of  her  husband :  Auble^  Adm'r.  v.  McuoUy  86  Penn.  St.  262. 

The  fact  that  Mrs.  Templin  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the 
cattle  and  hogs,  possessed  the  privileges  and  exercised  the  rights 
of  Vkfeme  sole  trader,  does  not  dispense  with  the  production  of  this 
measure  of  proof.  It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
dispense  with  the  presumptions  which  ordinarily  and  of  necessity 
arise  in  favor  of  creditors  in  transactions  between  husband  and  wife, 
affecting  the  ownership  of  property  in  the  wife's  name.  The  act 
of  3d  of  April,  1872,  P.  L.  36,  provides  merely  that  the  sepa- 
rate earnings  of  any  married  woman,  however  realized,  shall  accrue 
to  and  inare  to  her  separate  benefit  and  use,  and  be  under  her 
exclusive  control,  as  if  she  were  feme  sole^  and  not  be  liable  to  any 
claim  of  the  husband  or  his  creditors.  The  act  further  provides : 
"That  in  any  suit  at  law,  or  in  equity,  in  which  the  ownership  of 
snch  property  shall  be  in  dispute,  the  person  claiming  such  pro- 
perty, under  this  act,  shall  be  compelled,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
show  title  and  ownership  in  the  same." 

In  this  case  no  such  proof  was  made ;  the  purchase-money  was 
supplied  from  the  earnings  of  the  business ;  but  the  business,  as  we 
have  already  seen,  belonged  to  the  husband,  and  its  earnings  were  his* 
J'or  the  reasons  stated,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 

vou  xxxin.— 
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several  assignments  of  error  are  sustained,  and  the  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  a  venire  facia%  de  novo  awarded. 


This  case  holds  that  a  married  woman 
without  a  separate  estate  cannot  purchase 
on  credit,  because  at  common  law  her 
credit  is  his  credit,  and  the  enabling  stat- 
utes did  not  change  the  common  law  in 
this  respect. 

This  is  a  question  of  general  interest 
nndcr  the  enabling  statutes,  and  the 
weight  of  authority  is  not  in  favor  of 
the  PenusylTania  rule. 

None  of  the  state  statutes,  except  one 
-or  two,  confer  more  power  than  the 
Pennsylvania  statute,  which  provides, 
amongst  other  things,  as  to  the  point  in- 
volved, that  all  property  coming  to  a 
married  woman  during  coverture  by  will, 
descent,  deed  of  conveyance  or  otherunse, 
shall  be  her  separate  estate:  Kelly  on 
Contracts  of  Married  Women  2S9-544. 

In  all  the  states  except  Cailfornia, 
Nevada  and  Louisiana,  the  common-law 
and  equity  doctrines  prevailed  before  the 
enactment  of  the  enabling  statutes. 
Under  the  common  law  a  married  wo- 
man could  not  make  a  contract  binding 
on  her  person,  but  she  could  contract  in 
equity  concerning  her  separate  estate. 
Hence  the  conomon-law  and  equity  doc- 
trines pncvail,  except  in  so  far  as  abro- 
gated by  these  enabling  statutes. 

There  is  no  controversy  in  any  of  the 
states  upon  the  proposition  that  where  a 
married  woman  is  possessed,  of  a  sepa- 
rate estate,  she  can  contract  in  such  a 
way  with  respect  to  that  estate  as  to 
make  that  estate  the  debtor.  But  there 
is  considerable  difference  as  to  the  de- 
tails, and  the  application  of  this  propo- 
sition, as  well  as  in  the  application  of 
what  is  generally  known  as  the  Ameri- 
can and  English  rules  :  Kelly  Cont.  M. 
W.,  ch.  8. 

The  American  rule  is  the  converse  of 
the  English  rule.  As  to  the  point  in- 
volved, the  former  holds  that  a  married 
woman  can  make  no  contract  and  has  no 
power  but  such  as  is  granted  by  the 


statute,  or  the  instrument  creating  the 
separate  estate,  or  necessarily  implied 
therefrom.  The  English  rule  holds  that, 
unless  restrained  by  the  instrument  (stat- 
ute), she  is  a  feme  sole  with  respect  to 
her  separate  estate  and  all  her  contracts, 
respecting  the  same,  including  her  bond, 
bill,  note,  or  other  obligation,  are  bind- 
ing on  that  estate :  Kelly  Cont.  M.  W. 
251,  et  seq. 

The  states  of  Pennsylvania,  South 
Carolina,  Tennessee,  Mississippi,  Rhode 
Island  and  North  Carolina,  follow  the 
American  rule,  whilst  all  the  other  states, 
except  those  deriving  their  jurisprudence 
from  the  civil  law,  adopt,  in  the  main, 
the  English  doctrine,  with  little  or  no 
exception  :  Kelly  Cont.  M.  W.,  259. 

In  Pennsylvania  (following  the  Ameri- 
can rule)  if  the  wife  is  possessed  of  a 
separate  estate  she  can  purchase  on  credit, 
and  the  property  so  acquired  will  be  her 
separate  estate  and  be  protected  from  her 
husband's  creditors  :  Siheus  v.  Porter, 
24  P.  F.  S.  448  5  Wi^man  v.  Anderson, 
6  Wr.  31 1  ;  Kepler  v,  Davis,  SO  P.  F. 
S.  153;  Bucher  v.  Beam,  18  Id.  421; 
Seeds  V.  Kahler,  26  Id.  262 ;  Rusk  v. 
Vought,  5  Id.  437.    Even  if  the  property 
so  purchased  be  merchandise  to  be  n^ca 
in  trade.     Wietnan  v.  Anderson,  sujmi ; 
Welch  V.  Kline,  7  P.  F.  Smith  428 ;  or 
other  property :  Conrad  v.  Shome,  8  Wr. 
193 :  and  the  products  thereof,  even  if 
acquired  by  the  assistance  of  her  hus- 
band:  Musser  v.  Gardner,   16  P.  F. 
Smith  242.    But  as  held  in  the  principal 
ease,  in  accord  with  the  former  adjudi- 
cations, if  she  has  no  separate  estate  she 
cannot  purchase  on  credit,  for  the  reason 
that  if  she,  without  having  a  separate 
estate,  purchase  on  credit,  she  must  pay 
for  it  (1)  out  of  her  eamings,  (2)  her 
savings,  or  (3)  out  of  the  profits  or  pro- 
ducts of  the  property  purchased,  which 
in  any  case  is  the  result  of  her  labor  or 
the  joint  labor  of  her  husband  and  her- 
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self  or  fmWy,  and  this,  at  common  law, 
belongs  to  the  husband,  and  has  not  been 
duuiged  by  the  statute :  Robinson  r. 
WaUaetfZWT.  129;  Buchery.  Ream^ 
18  F.  F.  Smith  42 1  ;  Speakman*s  Appeal, 
SI  Id.  25  ;  Hallowell  y,  Horter,  11  Casey 
375;  BrtMn  r.  PmdUton,  10  P.  F. 
Smith  419.  Yet  the  same  court  held 
her  purchase  on  credit  {^ood  against  the 
bttsband  and  his  heirs  although  not  good 
against  his  creditors  :  Goff  v.  Nuttally  8 
Wr.  78;  JBawscr  r.  Bawser,  1  Norris 
57;  Battrsan  v.  Robinson,  1  Casey  81. 
And  in  the  latter  case  her  judgment  for 
the  purchase-money  was  enforced  against 
the  property  purchased,  although  re- 
garded invalid  as  a  personal  obligation : 
Bntaner's  Appeal,  1  i  Wr.  67  ;  Bitterson 
T,  Robmio  ,  I  Casey  81  ;  Ramborger  y, 
hgrakam,  2  Wr.  146  ;  lleacock  v.  Fly, 
2  Harris  542 ;  Conrad  v.  Shomo,  8  Wr. 
193,  and  the  reasoning  in  Manderbach 
T.  Mock,  5  Casey  43. 

Inasmach  as  the  Pennsylvania  statute 
makes  all  property  separate  estate,  which 
the  wife  acquires  by  will,  descent,  deed, 
or  otkervise,  her  purchase  on  credit  when 
paid  for  by  money  acquired  otherwise 
than  from  her  husband  ought  to  be  held 
valid,  because,  as  the  law  stood  before 
the  enactment  of  the  statute,  she  had, 
vith  her  husband's  assent,  capacity  to 
porchase  on  credit  and  to  receive  any 
kind  of  property:  Baxter  v.  Smith,  6 
Binn.  427  ;  Walker  v.  Coover,  15  P.  F. 
Smith  433 ;  Cowton  v.  Wickersliam,  4  Id. 
SOS;  Winch  v.  James,  18  Id.  297; 
HUeaan  v.  Bousiangh^  1  Harris  355 ; 
Bwtzr,Bortz,  12  Wr.  3P2 ;  Vance  v. 
Nogle,  20  P.  F.  Smith  176  ;  and  so  long 
u  the  consideration  does  not  come  from 
the  individual  acquisitions  of  the  husband 
his  creditors  have  no  right  to  complain. 
The  statute  should  be  regarded  as  en- 
tbUng  and  permit  her  acquisitions  under 
the  words  **or  ofAenpt«e,"  whenever  his 
creditors  vill  not  be  injured,  and  they 
cannot  be  injured  so  long  as  his  indi- 
▼idoal  acquisitions  are  not  withdrawn 
fr«n  their  benefit. 


The  New  York  statute  does  not  con- 
tain the  words        othenoijie**  contained 
in  the  Pennsylvania  statute,  but  limit 
her  acquisitions  to    descent,  devise,  he- 
quest,  gift  or  grant."    The  courts  have 
held  that  a  married  woman  without  a 
separate  estate  can  purchase  on  credit, 
and  the  property  so  purchased  will  he 
her  separate  estate  :  fJarby  Callaghan, 
16  N.  Y.  21  ;  Knapp  v.  Smith,  27  N.  Y. 
277.    In  the  latter  case  the  wife  of  an 
insolvent  purchased  cattle  on  credit  from 
her  husband's  assignee  and  gave  hcp 
individual  note  for  the  whole  purchase- 
money.     She  also  puixshased  the  farm 
and  implements,  and  gave  her  note  and 
mortgage  for  the  whole  consideration, 
expecting  in  botli  cases  to  pay  for  the 
real  and  personal  property  so  purchased 
from  the  profits  of  farming.    Her  hos- 
band  was  employed  to  manage  the  farm 
and  the  other  property  purchased.  In 
holding  that  the  transaction  was  valid, 
that  it  vested  a  separate  estate  in  the 
^vife,  and  that  the  husband's  creditors 
could  not  touch  the  property  so  purchaserl 
or  the  profits  or  increase  thereof,  even 
though  acquired  by  the  husband's  labor  or 
the  joint  labor  of  both,  Denio,  C.  J., 
said  :  **  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to 
divest  the  title  of  the  husband  jure  mariti 
during  coverture  and  to  enable  the  wife 
to  take  the  absolute  title  as  if  immarried. 
There  is  some  diflSculty  in  a  married 
woman  purchasing  property  on  credit, 
arising  out  of  the  principle  that  she  can- 
not make  a  contract  for  payment  which 
will  be  binding  on  her  personally  accord- 
ing to  the  general  rales  of  law.    But  if 
the  vendor  will  ran  the  risk  of  being  able 
to  obtain  payment  of  the  considera- 
tion, the  transfer  will  be  valid,  and  no 
estate  will  pass  to  the  husband  whether 
the  wife  had  antecedently  any  separate 
estate  or  not." 

This  was  previously  held  in  Darby  v. 
Callagan,  supra. 

It  might  be  urged  in  this  case  that  in 
view  of  the  dictum  (or  statement)  in 
it  the  decision  would  be  diflerent  if  the 
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72,  and  Fbrterfidd  y.  Butler,  47  Id. 
165. 

In  Ne\y  Uaibpsliire  a  purchase  on 
credit  was  sustained  in  Coffin  v.  Morrill, 
2  Fost.  352,  and  rejected  in  Ames  y. 
Foster,  42  N.  H.  381,  but  on  the  ground 
that  the  American  doctrine,  as  adopted 
in  this  state  in  Alhin  y.  Lord,  S9  N.  H. 
202,  repudiated  such  transactions. 

In  Buck  y.  GUson  et  al.,  37  Vt.  658, 
the  facts  showed  that  the  wife  purcliased 
on  credit  for  her  own  use  and  gave  her 
note  and  mortgage,  which  were  also 
signed  by  her  husband,  to  secure  the 
purchase-money.  The  question  inyolyed 
was  whether  or  not  a  person  who  levied 
on  this  laud  under  a  judgment  against  the 
husband  could  maintain  ejectment,  and 
it  was  decided  that  it  could  not  be  done. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  married  woman 
without  a  separate  estate  cannot  purchase 
on  credit  in  North  Carolina :  Lanier  y. 
Ross,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq.  40  ;  Atkinson 
v.  Richardson,  74  C.  458.  Nor  in 
Maine:  Dunning  v.  Pike,  46  Me.  461  ; 
Newhegin  v.  Langley,  89  Id.  200. 
Although  Merrill  v.  Smith  37  Id.  394 ; 
and  Eldridge  v.  Prehle,  34  Id.  148, 
seem  to  indicate  that  if  the  consideration 
for  the  purchase  does  not  come  from  her 
husband,  to  the  injury  of  his  creditors, 
the  transaction  would  be  valid  whether 
the  wife  had  antecedently  any  separate 
estate  or  not.  Nor  can  she  purchase  on 
credit  in  Alabama  :  Wilkinson  v.  Cheat- 
ham, 45  Ala.  339  ;  Bibb  v.  Pope,  43 
Id.  1.90  ;  Marhh  v.  Marsh,  43  Id. 
677  ;  although  it  has  been  asserted  that 
she  can  purchase  a  separate  estate  and 
secure  the  purchase-money  by  mort- 
gage :  Cowles  v.  Bollard,  5 1  Ala.  445  ; 
Fbllard  v.  Cleaveland,  48  Id.  108  ;  Scott 
v.  Griggs,  49  Id.  186.  Nor  in  Ken- 
tucky: Robinson  v.  Robinson,  11  Bush 
174;  Jarman  v.  Wilkerson,  7  B.  Mon. 
293  ;  Bell  v.  Terry,  13  Id.  384 ;  Sweeney 
v.  Smith,  15  Id.  327. 

In  Arkansas  a  purchase  on  credit  or 
an  executory  contract  is  not  valid  :  Stid- 
ham  y.  Matthews,  29  Ark.  650 ;  Tubbs 


y.  Gatewood,  26  Id.  128;  EllioU  r. 
Pearce,  20  Id.  508  ;  Harrod  v.  Myers,  21 
Id.  601  ;  Wood  v.  Terry,  30  Id.  385. 
Although  the  statute  provides  that  a 
separate  estate  can  be  acquired  by  gift, 
grant,  inheritance,  devise,  or  otherwise, 
the  above  ruling  is  grounded  on  the 
American  doctrine,  as  adopted  in  this 
state,  namely,  that  all  her  contracts  must 
relate  to  and  be  for  the  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate  or  for  her  own  benefit, 
which  cannot  be  done  without  the  pos- 
session of  a  separate  estate  in  the  first 
place  :  Kelly,  Contracts  M.  VV.  319. 

The  Florida  court  did  not  decide  the 
question,  although  it  was  advanced  in 
Dollner,  PbUer^-  Co,  v.  Snow,  16Fla.  92. 

In  Tillman  v.  Shackleton,  15  Mich. 
447,  the  court  sustained  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  property  on  credit, 
although  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
case  that  it  came  within  the  terms  of  the 
statute. 

It  is  believed  that  this  exhausts  all 
the  decisions  made  upon  this  point,  yet 
considerable  light  can  be  obtained  by 
consulting  the  following  decisions  :  Scho- 
froth  y.  Ambs,  46  Mo.  114;  Love  y. 
Watkins,  40  Cal.  547  ;  Vance  v.  Nogle, 
20  P.  F.  Smith  176  ;  McAboy  v.  Johns, 
20  Id.  9  ;  Uamilton  v.  Taylor,  2  Cin. 
402  ;  Hinckley  v.  Smith,  51  N.  Y.  21  ; 
Clayton  v.  Frazier,  33  Texas  9 1  ;  Kings- 
ley  V.  Gilvuxn,  15  Minn.  59  ;  Batdielder 
v.  Sargent,  47  N.  H.  262  ;  0' Daily  v. 
Morris,  31  Ind.  Ill  ;  Bas/ord  v.  Pear- 
son, 7  Allen  524 ;  Gunter  v.  Williams, 
40  Ala.  561  ;  Richmond  v.  Tibbieji,  26 
Iowa  474  ;  Woodward  v.  Seaver,  BS  N. 
H.  29 ;  Baker  v.  Hathaway,  5  Allen 
108;  Rum/dt  v.  Clemens,  10  Wright 
455  ;  Stevens  v.  Ihrish,  29  Ind.  260 ; 
Kolls  v.  De  Leyer,  41  Barb.  208  ;  Bru- 
ner  v.  Wheaton,  46  Mo.  363  ;  Hunter 
y.  Duvall,  4  Bush  438. 

The  other  rule  advanced  in  the  prin- 
cipal case  that  in  Pennsylvania,  in  a 
contest  between  a  married  woman  and 
the  creditors  of  her  husband,  as  to  the 
wife's  ownership  of  the  property  in  dis- 
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pate,  she  most  prove  that  she  paid  for  it 
with  her  own  separate  fuods  and  not  wit}) 
foods  coming  from  her  husband,  for  the 
reason  that,  m  the  absence  of  this  proof, 
the  presomption  is  that  the  means  of 
ptyment  came  from  the  husband,  does 
not  accord  with,  and,  in  fact,  is  rejected 
bj  the  decisions  in  New  Jersey,  Kew 
York,  MissBstppi  and  Alabama,  on  the 
groand  that  possession  hy  the  wife,  as  in 
the  esse  of  possession  by  other  persons, 
is  prima  fade  evidence  of  title,  and  mast 
stand  nntil  the  creditors  show  that  she 
has  no  title  the  anus  proitandi  heiuQ  on 
the  creditors :  Stall  v.  Fulton,  1  Vroom 
430;  Kluender  v.  Lynch,  A  Keys  361  ; 
Gagt  V.  Daucky,  34  N.  Y.  203 ;  Bodgett 
V.  Ebbiug,  24  Miss.  245  ;  Saunders  v. 
Garrett,  33  Ala.  454.  And  in  Georgia, 
Huff  ^.  Wright^  39  Ga.  41  ;  and  in 
Wisconsin,  Weymouth  v.  22.  R.,  17  Wis. 
SSO;  Morrison  v.  AVA,  32  Id.  254; 
and  in  Florida,  Alston  v.  Bowles^  13 
Fit.  117  ;  and  in  Illinois,  Manny  v. 
Rixford,  44  111.  129  ;  Farrell  v.  Pattn'' 
son,  43  Id.  52. 

Soch  a  contract  resolves  itself  into  a 
qoestion  of  fraud,  and  in  all  such  cases 
the  onus  is  on  the  party  urging  the  fraud. 


and  as  the  law  enables  her  to  be  the  pos- 
sessor of  property,  there  seems  to  be  no 
reason  why  her  possession  is  not  pritna 
fade  evidence  of  title,  hence  it  appears 
that  on  this  point  the  Pen UHvlvania  cases 
do  not  accord  with  principle  or  the 
weight  of  authority. 

Notwithstanding  this  rule  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, that  court  has  held  that  the  wife 
need  not  show  her  title  so  clear  that  no 
doubt  exists  against  it :  Tripner  v.  Abru' 
hams,  11  Wr.  220;  Midc  v.  Devries,  14 
Id.  266  ;  except,  perhaps,  where  she  is 
seeking  a  specific  performance  :  Freeman 
V.  Stakes,  34  Leg.  Int.  246.  However, 
in  a  contest  between  her  husband's  cred- 
itors and  purchasers  from  her,  or  alienees 
of  such  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, the  burden  is  on  the  creditors  to 
show  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  hus- 
band's ownership  and  creditors'  claim  on 
the  part  of  the  purchasers,  or  circum- 
stances which  ought  to  have  put  such 
purchasers  on  their  inquiry  :  Keichline  v. 
Keichline,  4  P.  F.  S.  75  ;  Keil  v.  Wolf, 
7  Barr  424  ;  Hoar  v.  Axe,  10  Harris 
361. 

Jno.  F.  Kellt. 

Bellaire,  Ohio. 


Supreme  Court  of  Kansas. 

NORRIS  V.  CORKILL. 

Where  by  statnte  the  common-law  rule  as  to  married  women  has  been  changed  so 
that  she  alone  has  the  use  and  disposition  of  her  earnings  and  property,  her  husband 
is  not  responsible  for  her  torts  not  conunitted  in  his  presence  or  by  his  direction. 

Error  from  Sedgwick  County. 

This  was  an  action  in  the  District  Court  of  Sedgwick  County 
brought  by  Lavina  Norris  against  Marsha  Corkill  and  T.  D. 
Gorkill,  who  are  husband  and  wife,  for  damages  for  the  speaking 
of  certain  slanderous  words  by  Marsha  Corkill,  wife  of  T.  D. 
Corkill,  of'the  plaintiff,  Lavina  Norris.  The  defendant,  T.  D.  Cor- 
kill, demurred  to  the  petition  as  not  stating  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  him.    At  the  February  Term 
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of  court  for  1884,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  the  demurrer 
of  T.  D.  Gorkill  to  the  petition.  The  court  sustained  the  demur- 
rer and  dismissed  the  case  as  to  T.  D.  Corkill,  to  which  ruling  the 
defendant  excepted  and  appealed. 

Cr.  W»  C,  Jo  nest  and  0.  H,  Bentley^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Stanley  ^  Wall,  for  defendant  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

HoRTON,  C.  J. — The  question  presented  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  husband  is  liable  for  the  slanderous  words  spoken  by  his  wife 
when  he  is  not  present  and  in  which  he  in  no  manner  participates. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law  makes  the  husband  liable  for  the 
torts  of  his  wife  committed  during  coverture.  The  reason  assigned 
for  this  liability  is  that  the  hysband  is  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  wife's  real  estate  during  coverture  and  the  absolute 
dominion  over  her  personal  property  in  possession.  Another  ground 
of  this  liability  at  common  law,  sometimes  given,  is  that  the  wife, 
by  her  marriage,  is  entirely  deprived  of  the  use  and  disposal  of  her 
property,  and  can  acquire  none  by  her  industry ;  that  her  person, 
labor  and  earnings  belong  unqualifiedly  to  the  husband :  Reeves  s 
Domestic  Relations,  3 ;  Tyler  on  Infancy  and  Coverture,  sec.  233. 

Again,  the  husband  also  by  common  law  might  give  the  wife 
moderate  correction,  for,  as  he  was  to  answer  for  her  misbehavior, 
the  law  thought  it  reasonable  to  entrust  him  with  this  power  of 
restraining  her  by  domestix;  chastisement  in  the  same  moderation 
that  a  man  is  allowed  to  correct  his  apprentices  or  children ;  for 
whom  the  master  or  parent  is  also  liable  in  some  cases  to  answer : 
1  Blackstone's  Com.  (Wendell's  ed.)  444-445. 

Under  the  provisions  of  our  statute,  the  reasons  assigned  for  the 
liability  of  the  husband  for  the  torts  of  his  wife  no  longer  hold  good, 
and  therefore,  in  our  opinion,  under  the  changes  made  by  the 
statute,  the  liability  no  longer  exists.  It  is  a  part  of  the  common 
law  that  where  the  reason  of  the  rule  fails,  the  rule  fails  with  it. 

**At  common  law  the  husband  had  control  almost  absolute  over 
the  person  of  the  wife ;  he  was  entitled,  as  the  result  of  their  mar- 
riage, to  her  services,  and  consequently  to  her  earnings ;  to  her 
goods  and  chattels ;  had  the  right  to  reduce  her  choses  in  action  to 
possession  during  her  life ;  could  collect  and  enjoy  the  rents  and 
profits  of  her  real  estate,  and  thus  had  dominion  over  her  property 
and  became  the  arbiter  of  her  future.    She  was  in  a  condition  of 


KORRIS  r.  CORKILL. 


187 


complete  dependence ;  could  not  contract  in  her  own  name;  was 
bound  to  obey  him,  and  her  legal  existence  was  merged  in  that  of 
her  hasband,  so  that  they  were  termed  and  regarded  as  one  person 
inlaw:**  Martin  y.  Rohion^  65  III.  129 ;  Tyler  on  Infancy  and  Co- 
verture, ch.  19,  sect.  216-233. 

Under  the  statute,  "  The  property,  real  and  personal,  which  any 
woman  in  this  state  may  own  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  the 
rents,  issues,  profits  or  proceeds  thereof,  and  any  real,  personal 
or  mixed  property  which  shall  come  to  her  by  descent,  devise  or 
bequest,  or  the  gift  of  any  person,  except  her  husband,  shall  remain 
ber  sole  and  separate  property  notwithstanding  her  marriage  and 
not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband  or  liable  for  his  debts." 
Com.  Laws  of  1879,  ch.  62,  sect.  1. 

Again,  "A  married  woman,  while  the  marriage  relation  subsists, 
may  bargain,  sell  and  convey  her  real  and  personal  property  and 
enter  into  any  contract  with  reference  to  the  same,  in  the  same 
manner,  to  the  same  extent,  and  with  like  efTect  as  a  married  man 
may  in  relation  to  his  real  and  personal  property."  Sect.  2,  said 
chap.  62. 

Further,  "Any  married  woman  may  carry  on  any  trade  or  busi- 
ness and  perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate 
account,  and  the  earnings  of  any  married  woman  from  her  trade,  busi- 
ness, labor  or  services  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property  and 
may  be  used  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own  name."  Sect.  4,  said 
chap.  62. 

In  addition,  sect.  3  of  said  chapter  provides  that  a  woman 
may,  while  married,  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
she  were  unmarried.  Therefore,  it  is  not  true,  under  the  existing 
statute,  that  the  wife,  by  her  marriage,  is  deprived  of  the  use  and 
disposal  of  her  property;  nor  is  she  prohibited  from  acquiring 
property  by  her  industry.  It  is  not  true,  under  the  statute,  that  the 
personal  property  of  the  wife  passes  to  the  husband ;  nor  is  he  en- 
titled to  the  rents  and  profits  of  her  real  estate  during  coverture  ; 
Qor  has  he  any  dominion  over  her  personal  property,  her  labor  or 
her  earnings.  If  she  so  desires,  they  are  uaqualifiedly  her  own  and 
he  cannot  interfere  with  them. 

Again,  in  this  state,  the  common-law  power  of  correction 
of  the  wife  by  the  husband  is  no  longer  tolerated. 

Under  the  common  law  the  married  woman*s  legal  existence  was 
almost  entirely  ignored.    She  was  sunk  into  almost  absolute  non- 
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entity  and  rested  in  almost  total  disability;  but  all  of  this  has  been 
changed  by  the  statute,  and  to-day,  in  our  state,  "  her  brain  and 
hands  and  tongue  are  her  own,  and  she  should  alone  be  responsible 
for  slanders  uttered  by  herself  Martin  v.  Bobaon^  supra.  We 
think  the  provisions  of  our  statute  change  the  common-law  rule,  and 
thereby  discharge  the  husband  from  liability  for  the  torts  of  the  wife 
committed  when  he  is  not  present  and  with  which  he  has  no  con- 
nection. The  wife  stands  upon  an  equality,  in  this  state,  in  all  re- 
spects, with  the  husband.  She  is  alone  responsible  for  her  contracts, 
and  should  be  alone  responsible  for  her  words  as  well  as  her  acts. 

We  have  examined  the  various  authorities  conflicting  with  these 
views,  but,  owing  to  the  provisions  of  our  statute,  we  are  not 
inclined  to  follow  them,  and,  therefore,  think  it  unnecessary  to 
refer  to  them. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  will  be  affirmed. 


ABSTRACTS  OF   RECENT  DECISIONS. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.* 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  OEOROIA.' 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  ILLINOIS.' 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MAINE.* 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  WISCONSIN.* 

Action.    See  Officer. 

Homxdih  committed  in  another  State — Administrator. — ^The  homi- 
cide of  a  person  in  another  state  on  a  line  of  railroad  purchased,  owned 
and  worked  by  a  railroad  company  in  this  state,  is  actionable  in  this 
state,  if  the  action  be  brouo^ht  by  a  person  entitled  to  recover :  Central 
R.  R,  V.  Swint,  71  or  72  Ga. 

For  a  homicide  done  by  a  railroad  company  of  this  state  upon  a  line 
owned  and  controlled  by  it  in  Alabama,  the  administrator  of  the  deceased 
in  Alabama  for  the  use  of  the  widow  and  children,  could  bring  suit  in 
this  state  by  complying  with  the  statutory  requirements  thereof,  and 
thus  having  his  appointment  quoad  hoc  ratified  in  Georgia;  but  not 
otherwise.  And  if  an  administrator  of  the  decedent  be  appointed  in 
Georgia,  he  may  bring  the  suit  for  the  like  uses :  Id, 

^  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  opinion 
filed  during  Oct.  Term  1SS4.    The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  112  U.  S.  Rep. 

*  From  J.  H.  Lumpkin,  Esq. ,  Reporter.  The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  7 1 
or  72  Ga.  Rep. 

'  From  Hon.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  110  111.  Rep. 

*  From  J.  W.  Spaulding,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  76  Me.  Rep. 

'  From  Frederic  K.  ConoTer,  Esq.,  Reporter;  to  appear  in  61  Wis.  Rep. 
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Suit  for  Overcharge  by  Carrier — Tnulee. — One  with  whom  a  OOD  tract 
for  tbe  carriage  of  goodsr  is  made,  aod  who  is  described  therein  as  the 
coDsigDor,  consignee  and  sole  owner,  may  maintain  an  action  to  recover 
an  overcharge  exacted  by  the  carrier  as  a  condition  of  the  delivery  of 
the  goods,  although  he  was  not  in  fact  the  owner  and  did  not  personally 
farnish  and  pay  the  overcharge :  Waterman  v.  C.,  if.  iSc  St.  P,  Ky.Co., 
61  Wis. 

Admiralty.    See  Constitutional  Law. 
Aqent.    See  Bank, 
Assignment. 

Future  Wages. — Future  wages  to  be  earned  under  a  present  contract 
impartiog  to  them  a  potential  existence,  may  be  assigned  although  the 
eoDtract  may  be  indefinite  as  to  time  and  amount,  unless  affected  by  the 
statute  requiring  registration  :  Wade  v.Bessey,  76  Me. 

To  an  Agent  or  IVustee — Change  of  Possession, — Where  a  party 
made  a  writing  purporting  to  convey  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  sales  and  collections  for  the  benefit  of  the 
maker,  the  trustee  to  be  paid  a  commission  on  all  moneys  by  him 
received  and  paid  over  as  directed,  and  afterwards  executed  and  deliv- 
ered to  another  person  an  assignment  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  securing 
tiie  same,  and  delivered  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  assignee,  and 
there  was  no  proof  that  the  trustee  ever  had  possession  of  the  same,  it 
was  held  that  the  assignment  and  delivery  passed  the  beneficial  title  to 
the  assignee  :  Wellington  v.  Meermans,  110  111. 

Attorney.    See  Partnership. 

Bank. 

Liabilities  for  Negligence  of  its  Correspondents  in  regard  to  Collections. 
—A  bank  in  Pittsburgh  sent  to  a  bank  in  New  York,  for  collection, 
eleven  unaccepted  drafts,  dated  at  various  times  through  a  period  of  over 
three  mooths,  and  payable  four  months  after  date.  They  were  drawn 
on  "Walter  M.  Conger,  Sec>  Newark  Tea  Tray  Co.,  Newark,  N.  J.," 
aod  were  sent  to  the  New  York  bank  as  drafts  on  the  tea  tray  company. 
The  New  York  bank  sent  them  for  collection  to  a  bank  in  Newark,  and, 
io  its  letters  of  transmission,  recognised  them  as  drafts  on  the  company. 
The  Newark  bank  took  acceptances  from  Conger,  individually,  on  his 
refusal  to  accept  as  secretary,  but  no  notice  of  that  fact  was  given  to 
the  Piltsburgh  bank  until  after  the  first  one  of  the  drafts  had  matured. 
At  that  time  the  drawers  and  an  endorser  had  become  insolvent,  the 
drawers  having  been  in  good  credit  when  the  Pittsburgh  bank  dis- 
counted the  drafts.  Held^  that  the  New  York  bank  was  liable  to  the 
Pittsburgh  bank  for  such  damages  as  it  had  sustained  by  the  negligence 
of  the  Newark  bank  :  Exchange  Nat.  Bank  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank,  S. 
C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Bills  and  Notes. 

Assignment  after  Maturity — Mortgage. -^Where  the  holder  and  owner 
of  two  notes  endorsed  in  blank,  the  one  over-due  and  the  other  not, 
placed  them  in  the  hands  of  an  agent  to  receive  payment  of  them  only, 
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and  the  latter  sold  and  delivered  them  to  an  innocent  purchaser  having 
no  notice,  in  fact,  of  the  agent's  want  of  authority  to  negotiate  the  same, 
it  was  held^  that  the  purchaser,  as  to  the  note  past  due,  was  put  on  in- 
quiry to  ascertain  whether  the  agent  had  authority  to  negotiate  the  same, 
and  took  no  title  as  to  said  note,  but  as  to  the  note  not  due  the  pur- 
chaser acquired  the  legal  title  :  Tovmer  v.  McCleUand^  110  111. 

While  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  of  a  note  before  its  maturity,  whioH 
is  endorsed  in  blank,  acquires  the  legal  title,  and  may  enforce  his  rights 
in  a  court  of  law,  yet  if  the  note  is  secured  by  mortgage  on  real  estate, 
and  he  resorts  to  a  court  of  equity  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  that  court 
will  let  in  any  defence  which  would  have  been  good  against  the  mort- 
gage in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee  :  Id. 

A  mortgage,  not  being  assignable  at  law,  the  assignee  takes  it  subject 
to  equities  between  the  parties ;  and  the  fact  that  he  takes  the  note 
secured  by  the  mortgage  by  assignment  before  maturity,  free  from  all 
defences  at  law^  does  not  protect  the  mortgage  against  equitable 
defences:  Id, 

Common  Carrier. 

Special  Contract^  limiting  Liahility  to  a  Certain  Amount — Valid 
even  in  case  of  Loss  through  Negligence  of  Company's  Servants, — 
Where  a  contract  of  carriage,  signed  by  the  shipper,  is  fairly  made  with 
a  railroad  company,  agreeing  on  a  valuation  of  the  property  carried, 
with  a  rate  of  freight  based  on  the  condition  that  the  carrier  assumes 
liability  only  to  the  extent  of  the  agreed  valuation,  even  in  case  of  losa 
or  damage  by  the  negligence  of  the  carrier,  the  contract  will  be  upheld 
as  a  proper  and  lawful  mode  of  securing  a  due  proportion  between  the 
amount  for  which  the  carrier  maj  be  responsible  and  the  freight  he  re- 
ceives, and  of  protecting  himself  against  extravagant  and  fanciful  valua- 
tions :  Hart  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.j  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term 
1884. 

H.  shipped  five  horses,  and  other  property,  by  a  railroad,  in  oue  car, 
under  a  bill  of  lading,  signed  by  him,  which  stated  that  the  horses  were 
to  be  transported  upon  the  following  terms  and  conditions,  which  are 
admitted  and  accepted  by  me  as  just  and  reasonable:  First,  to  pay 
freight  thereon"  at  a  rate  specified,  on  the  condition  that  the  carrier 
assumes  a  liability  on  the  stock  to  the  extent  of  the  following  agreed 
valuation  :  If  horses  or  mules,  not  exceeding  two  hundred  dollars  each. 
*  *  *  If  a  chartered  car,  on  the  stock  and  contents  in  same,  twelve 
hundred  dollars  for  the  car-load.  But  no  carrier  shall  be  liable  for  the 
acts  of  the  animals  themselves,  *  *  *  nor  for  loss  or  damage  arising  from 
condition  of  the  animals  themselves,  which  risks,  being  beyond 
the  control  of  the  company,  are  hereby  assumed  by  the  owner,  and 
the  carrier  released  therefrom."  By  the  negligence  of  the  railroad 
company  or  its  servants,  one  of  the  horses  was  killed  and  the  others  wer? 
injured,  and  the  other  property  was  lost.  In  a  suit  to  recover  the 
damages,  it  appeared  that  the  horses  were  race-horses,  and  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  show  damages,  based  on  their  value,  amounting  to  over 
$25,000.  The  testimony  was  excluded,  and  he  had  a  verdict  for  $1200. 
On  a  writ  of  error,  brought  by  him,  held,  (1)  the  evidence  was  not  ad- 
missible, and  the  valuation  and  limitation  of  liability  in  the  bill  of  lading 
was  just  and  reasonable,  and  binding  on  the  plaintiff ;  (2)  the  terms  of 
the  limitation  covered  a  loss  through  negligence  :  Id. 
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RaRroads — Stop-over  Tickets  —  Negligence  of  Conductor — Damages. 
—A  passenger  who,  through  the  negligence  of* oue  coDductor,  is  notiar- 
Dished  with  a  stop-oyer  ticket  to  whicli  he  is  entitled,  and  who,  on  atteuipt- 
iog  to  resame  his  journey  after  a  stop,  Is  required  by  a  second  conductor 
to  pay  additional  fare  or  leave  the  train,  may  elect  to  leave  the  train,  and 
in  that  case  may  recover  from  the  railroad  company  not  merely  the 
amoant  of  the  additional  fare  which  he  is  subsequently  obliged  to  pay 
io  order  to  reach  his  destination,  but  all  damages  sustained  by  him  an 
the  direct  and  natural  consequence  of  the  fault  of  the  first  conductor  : 
Yoflon  V.  if.  L,  S,  &  W,  R,  IF.  Co.,  61  Wis. 

Connecting  Lines — Coupon  Ticket — Loss  of  Baggage, — Where  a 
ptasenger  purchased  a  through  ticket  over  a  line  of  railroads,  having  a 
coupon  attached  for  each  road,  and  checked  his  baggage  through  to  his 
destination,  if,  upon  his  arrival,  it  was  found  to  be  lost,  he  could  hold 
the  last  road  of  the  line  responsible  therefor :  Savannah  T.  &  W,  R» 
W.  V.  Mcintosh,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Constitutional  Law. 

Attachment  for  Maritime  Tort — Jurisdiction  of  State  Court. — While 
state  courts  can  exercise  no  jurisdiction  in  cases  peculiarly  cognisable  in 
admiralty,  yet  the  statute  of  the  United  States  which  confers  upon  the 
district  courts  authority  to  hear  and  determine  all  civil  causes  of  ad- 
miralty and  maritime  jurisdiction,  saving  to  suitors  in  all  cases  the  right 
of  a  common-law  remedy  where  the  common  law  is  competent  to  give  it, 
aod  of  all  seizures  on  land  and  on  water  not  within  the  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  ;  and  such  jurisdiction  is  declared  to  be  exclusive, 
except  in  the  particular  cases  where  jurisdiction  of  such  causes  and 
seiiures  is  given  to  the  circuit  court,"  does  not  proclude  a  suitor  from 
proceediog  by  attachment  in  a  state  court  for  an  injury  done  to  a  dredge, 
because  the  remedy  by  attachment  did  not  exist  at  common  law,  but  has 
been  conferred  by  statute.  The  intention  of  the  statute  was  to  confer 
exclusive  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  upon  the  district  courts, 
at  the  same  time  leaving  to  the  suitor  his  option  of  seeking  redress  ot 
the  common  law,  when  it  could  be  so  obtained  :  Walter  v.  Kirstead, 
71  or  72  Ga. 

Contract.    See  Chiaranty, 
Corporation. 

Misrepresentation  of  Capital — Action  against  Stockholders — Receiver. 
—A  creditor  who  has  been  defrauded  by  misrepresentations  of  the  real 
capital  of  a  bank  has  his  remedy  in  an  action  of  tort  against  all  who 
participated  in  the  fraud,  but  the  wrong  done  him  cannot  entitle  the 
entire  body  of  creditors  who  have  not  suffered  from  the  alleged  fraud  to 
recover  of  the  entire  body  of  stockholders  who  have  taken  no  part  in  it. 
Each  case  stands,  in  this  respect,  upon  its  own  particular  circumstances ; 
and  it  is  essential  to  an  action  on  account  of  the  wilful  misrepresenta- 
tion of  a  fact  made  to  induce  a  party  to  act,  that  he  should  have  acted 
on  it  to  his  injury  :  Fouche  v.  Brower,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Even  where  the  suit  is  prosecuted  for  creditors  by  a  receiver,  acting 
under  the  appointment  of  the  court,  it  is  essential  that  the  pleadings 
should  set  forth  the  facts  entitling  each  of  the  creditors  to  maintain  his 
ictioo:  Id 
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Criminal  Law. 

Extradition — Illegal  Capture  in  Foreign  Country — Jurisdiction  over 
Fugitive  when  brought  back, — The  rule  at  common  law  ia,  that  the 
court  trying  a  party  for  crime  committed  within  ita  jurisdiction,  will 
not  investigate  the  manner  of  his  capture  in  a  foreign  state  or  country, 
though  his  capture  and  return  may  have  been  plainly  without  authority 
of  law :  Ker  v.  The  People,  110  III. 

A  fugitive  from  justice  has  no  asylum  in  a  foreign  country  when  he 
is  guilty  of  an  offence  for  which  he  is  liable  or  subject  to  extradition, 
by  treaty  between  this  and  the  foreign  government.  If  he  is  illegally 
and  forcibly  removed  from  such  foreign  country,  that  country  alone  has 
cause  of  complaint,  and  he  cannot  complain  of  it :  Id. 

Where  no  treaty  exists  between  two  governments  for  the  extradition 
of  criminals  fleeing  from  justice,  there  is  no  obligation  existing  that  can 
be  insisted  upon  to  surrender  them  for  trial  to  the  government  from 
which  they  have  fled;  but  as  a  matter  of  comity  between  friendly 
nations,  great  ofi'enders  are  usually  surrendered  on  request  of  the  gov- 
ernment claiming  the  right  to  punish  them  :  /(/. 

Where  a  fugitive  from  justice  has  been  brought  back  to  the  country 
from  which  he  has  fled,  on  a  warrant  of  extradition  in  conformity  with 
the  terms  of  a  treaty  existing  between  two  governments,  he  cannot  be 
proceeded  against  or  tried  for  any  other  ofiences  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  treaty,  and  for  which  he  was  extradited,  without  first  being  aflforded 
an  opportunity  of  returning.  But  this  doctrine  has  no  application  where 
the  fugitive  has  been  brought  back  forcibly,  and  not  under  the  terms 
of  the  treaty,  or  under  an  extradition  warrant :  Id, 

Witn£S8 — Co-defendant — Separate  Trial. — In  the  separate  trial  of 
one  or  two  persons  jointly  indicted  for  murder,  the  other  defendant, 
even  while  the  indictment  is  still  pending  against  himself  on  a  plea  of 
not  guilty,  may  with  his  own  consent,  be  called  as  a  witness  and  allowed 
to  testify  against  his  co-defendant:  State  v.  Barrows,  76  Me. 

Reasonable  Doubt, — The  term,  reasonable  doubt,  implies  that  there 
may  be  doubts  which  are  not  reasonable  or  rational.  It  is  not  a  vague 
or  whimsical  or  merely  possible  doubt,  but  an  actual,  substantial  and 
well-founded  doubt :  State  v.  Rounds,  76  Me. 

It  is  not  legally  erroneous  to  say  to  a  jury  that  the  proof  of  guilt  must 
be  to  a  moral  certainty.  Still  the  phrase  may  mislead,  because  moral 
certainty  in  the  popular  sense  may  be  taken  to  be  more  than  moral  cer- 
tainty in  the  legal  sense  :  Id, 

A  ruling  that  the  law  only  requires  that  degree  of  certainty  in  the 
minds  of  jurors  before  rendering  a  verdict  of  guilty,  as  would  exist  in 
their  minds  in  coming  to  a  conclusion  on  matters  of  grave  interest  and 
importance  to  themselves,  is  not  to  be  commended  for  judicial  use.  It 
is  aided  in  the  present  case  by  additional  definition  of  reasonable  doubt : 
Id. 

Damages.    See  Insurance;  Negligence, 

Assault  and  Battery — Punitive  Damages — Evidence  of  Wealth  of 
Defendant, — In  an  action  for  assault  and  battery  where  punitory  dam- 
ages are  recoverable,  the  financial  condition  of  the  defendant  may  be 
shown  by  evidence  of  his  reputed  wealth  :  Draper  v.  Baker^  61  Wis. 

A  verdict  of  (^1200  damages  for  an  assault  and  battery  iipon  the 
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plaintiff  by  spitting  id  her  face,  is  held  not  so  large  as  to  induce  this 
court  to  believe  that  the  jurj  were  actuuted  by  passion,  prejudice,  or 
other  improper  motive :  Id. 

Domicile.    See  Parent  and  Chill, 

Equity.    See  Bills  and  Notes, 

Crou-Bill — Effect  of  Demurrer  to  Original  Bill. — Where  a  defendant 
in  a  bill  of  equity  demurred  thereto  and  also  filed  a  cross- bill,  if  his 
demurrer  was  sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed,  it  carried  the  cross-bill 
with  it;  and  it  was  error  in  the  court  to  dismiss  the  bill  but  retain  the 
cross-bill  for  trial :  Johnamsen  v.  Tauer^  71  or  7*2  Ga. 

fiviDENOS.    See  Damages;  TrUd, 

Ptcfigrte — Declarations.^On  the  question  of  pedigree,  declarations 
are  admissible,  (1)  When  it  appears  by  evidence  dehors  that  the  decla- 
rant was  lawfully  related  by  blood  or  marriage  to  the  person  or  family 
whose  history  the  facts  concern.  (2)  That  the  declarant  was  dead  when 
the  declarations  were  tendered,  and  (3)  That  they  were  made  ante  litem 
motam:  Northrop  v.  Bale^  76  Me. 

Thus,  in  determining  who  are  the  rightful  distributees  of  an  intestate 
estate,  the  declarations  of  the  intestate's  sister  (since  deceased)  in  whose 
family  the  claimant  was  not  only  born  and  brought  up,  but  in  which  the 
intestate  herself  also  lived,  when  the  claimant  was  born,  and  for  several 
years  thereafter,  are  admissible,  when  made  ajite  litem  motam,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  claimant  was  the  natural  son  of  the  intes- 
tate, who  had  not  then  been  married  :  Jd. 

Execution.    See  Judicial  Sale. 

Frauds,  Statute  of. 

Memorandum  in  Writing —  What  Sufficient. — The  Statute  of  Frauds 
dries  not  require  that  all  the  terms  of  the  contract  shall  be  agreed  to  or 
written  down  at  one  and  the  same  time,  nor  on  one  piece  of  paper;  but 
where  the  memorandum  of  the  bargain  is  found  on  separate  pieces  of 
paper,  and  where  these  papers  contain  the  whole  bargain,  they  form 
together  such  a  memorandum  as  will  satisfy  the  statute,  provided  the 
contents  of  the  signed  paper  makes  such  reference  to  the  other  written 
paper  or  papers  as  to  enable  the  court  to  construe  the  whole  of  them 
together  as  cont:iining  all  the  terms  of  the  bargain.  If,  however,  it 
be  necessary  to  adduce  parol  evidence,  in  order  to  connect  a  signed 
paper  with  others  unsigned  by  reason  of  the  absence  of  any  internal 
evidence  in  the  signed  papers  to  show  a  reference  to,  or  connection  with 
the  unsigned  papers,  then  the  several  papers  taken  together  do  not  con- 
stitnte  a  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  bargain,  so  as  to  satisfy  the 
statute  :  North  v.  Mendel,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Contracts  not  to  he  Performed  in  a  Tear — Pleading. — When  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  is  relied  upon  in  defence  to  an  action  for  breach  of 
contract,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year, 
it  should  be  pleaded  specially  :  Farwell  v.  Tilhrm,  76  Me. 

To  defeat  the  application  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  by  the  happening 
of  a  contingency,  it  must  be  such  a  contingency  as  renders  performance 
of  the  contract  possible  within  the  year :  Id. 
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Effect  is  to  be  giyen  to  an  oral  contract  if  proved,  unless  upon  the 
whole  case  it  appears  affirmatively  that  it  is  not  to  be  fully  performed 
within  a  year  :  Id, 

The  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  apply  to  contracts  which  simply  may 
not  be  performed  within  the  year,  even  if  they  probably  will  not  or  are 
not  expected  to  be  so  performed,  but  it  does  apply  to  those  which 
are  not  to  be  performed  within  that  time ;  it  includes  any  agreement, 
which  by  a  reasonable  construction  of  its  terms,  and  in  view  of  all  the 
circumstances  existing  at  the  time,  does  not  admit  of  performance  ac- 
cording to  its  language  and  intention,  within  that  period :  Id. 

In  determining  the  question  of  the  time  of  the  performance  of  a  con- 
tract, it  is  proper  to  consider  the  circumstances  and  situation  of  the 
parties,  so  far  as  known  to  each  other,  and  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract :  Id, 

Guaranty. 

Continuing  Contract. — K.  wrote  to  H.  the  following  letter : — "  Gen- 
tlemen,— The  bearer  of  this  letter,  my  son-in-law,  *  *  *  wishes  to  place 
a  stock  of  groceries  in  his  provision  and  meat  store,  in  this  place.  To 
enable  him  to  do  this,  I  am  willing  to  be  responsible  to  you  for  the 
amount  of  groceries  he  may  order  of  you."  Hdd^  that  the  letter  did 
not  create  a  continuing  liability  ;  that  when  the  stock  of  groceries  had 
been  selected,  and,  with  the  aid  of  K.,  had  been  paid  for,  the  latter'a 
liability  ended  :  KnowUon  v.  //cr«cy,  76  Me. 

Release — Failure  of  Principal  to  realize  on  CoUaternU, — In  a  suit 
upon  the  guaranty  of  the  payment  of  a  note  owned  by  a  bank,  the  fact 
that  the  bank  held,  before  the  suit,  an  assignment,  through  a  trustee,  of 
a  patent  right,  and  some  claims  for  damages  for  an  alleged  infringement 
of  the  patent,  and  was  offered  more  for  such  patent  and  claims  than 
enough  to  have  paid  the  note,  such  assignment  having  been  made  by 
the  principal  debtor,  and  the  patent  and  claims  afterwards  prove  value- 
less from  an  adverse  ruling  of  the  courts,  will  not  operate  to  discharge 
the  guarantor,  although  he  may  have  urged  the  bank  to  accept  the  offer 
for  the  patent.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  bank,  as  a  trustee,  to  obtain  the 
largest  sum  that  could  be  realized,  and  the  making  of  a  mistake,  while 
acting  in  good  faith,  will  not  subject  the  bank  to  a  loss  :  Kan/man  v. 
LoomiSf  110  111. 

Guardian  and  Ward. 

Guardian  appointed  in  a  different  State  from  that  of  the  Domicile 
of  the  Ward. — When  the  domicile  of  the  ward  has  always  been  in  a  state 
whose  law  leaves  much  to  the  discretion  of  the  guardian  in  the  matter 
of  investments,  and  he  has  faithfully  and  prudently  exercised  that  dis- 
cretion with  a  view  to  the  pecuniary  interests  of  the  ward,  he  will  not, 
in  the  absence  of  an  express  statutory  requirement,  be  charged  with  the 
amount  of  the  moneys  invested  merely  because  has  not  complied  with 
the  more  rigid  rules  of  the  courts  of  the  state  of  his  appointment : 
Lemar  v.  Micon,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Insurance. 

Who  entitled  to  Payment — Legal  Representatives — Change  of  Bene- 
ficiary — Insurable  Interest. — An  insurance  policy  taken  by  the  assured 
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proTided  for  the  pajmeot  of  a  certain  sam  within  thirty  days  afler  due 
notice  and  Batiflfactory  evidence  of  h  a  death,  to  his  wife,  or  the  legal 
representatives  of  the  assnred  :  Beld,  that  the  intention  of  the  aisured 
was,  that  his  wife  should  have  the  proceeds  in  case  she  survived  him, 
bnt  in  case  she  did  not,  such  proceeds  were  to  go  to  his  executor  or 
administrator,  to  be  distributed  in  the  due  course  of  administration : 
Johraon  v.  Van  Bpps,  110  111. 

The  words  "legal  representative,"  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  as  desig- 
nating the  beneficiarieR,  when  there  is  nothing  in  the  context  or  sur- 
Toanding  circumstances  to  indicate  a  contrary  intention,  mean  executors 
or  administrators.''  A  policy  of  insurance  payable  to  the  legal 
representatives  of  the  assured,  is  the  same  as  if  made  payable  to 
himself:  Id. 

Where  a  policy  of  insurance  is  made  payable  to  the  wife  of  the  party 
procuring  the  same,  or  his  legal  representatives,  whatever  may  be  the 
right  of  the  assured  during  the  lifetime  of  his  wife,  after  her  death  he 
will  have  the  same  power  over  it  as  if  it  had  been  originally  payable  to 
himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  and  with  the  consent  of  the 
insnrer  be  may  surrender  the  same,  and  take  out  a  new  one  payable  to 
another  person  :  Id. 

The  insurance  of  one's  own  life  by  a  party,  for  the  benefit  of  one  not 
a  relative,  is  not  void  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  as  tending  to  encour- 
age the  commission  of  crime.  But  if  it  were,  no  one  but  the  insurer 
can  raise  the  question.  That  cannot  be  urged  by  the  heirs  of  the  person 
insured :  Id. 

Non-Pa^fment  of  Premium —  Waiver  of  Forfeiture — Damaget. — Al- 
though notices  issued  by  a  life  insurance  company  required  the  premiums 
to  be  paid  at  12  o'clock  M.,  on  the  day  they  fell  due,  yet  where  there 
was  no  such  stipulation  in  the  policy  itself,  and  according  to  the  course 
of  all  previous  dealings  between  it  and  the  assured,  a  literal  compliance 
with  this  requirement  had  not  been  exacted,  if  the  right  to  do  so  existed 
at  all,  it  was  waived,  and  the  company  could  not  exist  on  a  strict 
and  literal  compliance  without  notifying  the  assured,  before  the  day  of 
payment,  of  an  intention  to  do  so  :  Alabama  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Gamatiy,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Where  a  policy  of  life  insurance  provided  for  the  payment  of  premi- 
ums annually,  and  gave  the  assured  the  right  to  continue  the  insurance, 
if,  afler  the  policy  had  been  continued  for  several  years,  the  company 
improperly  refused  to  receive  further  premiums  or  to  continue  the 
insurance,  on  a  suit  brought  therefor  by  the  assured,  the  measure  of 
his  damages  was  the  amount  of  premiums  paid,  with  interest  on  each 
from  the  time  such  payment  was  made  :  Id. 

Judicial  Sale. 

^^xecution  pending  Appeal — Sale  Irregular  not  Void. — The  issuing  of 
an  execution  on  a  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  pending  an  appeal  from 
the  same,  is  irregular,  but  the  execution  is  not  void ;  and  a  sale  of  land 
under  such  executiou  is  subject  to  be  set  aside  on  motion  by  the  defend 
*nt,  made  in  proper  time,  but  by  no  one  else ;  and  if  not  so  set  aside, 
^be  sale  will  pass  the  defendant's  title  to  the  land :  Shirk  et  al.  v.  Met- 
fmUs  andl^^ew  Columbia  Gravel  Road  Co.,  110  111. 
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No  one  but  the  defendant  in  an  execution  can  question  a  sale  of  his 
land  under  the  same  for  an  irregularity.  If  he  fails  to  have  the  same 
set  aside,  and  acquiesces  in  the  sale,  no  one  acquiring  a  title  from  or 
through  him  can  question  the  validity  of  the  sale,  especially  in  a  collat- 
eral proceeding :  Id. 

Limitations,  Statute  of. 

Malicious  Proiecviion — Termination  of  Prosecution, — In  cases  of 
malicious  prosecution  on  the  criminal  side  of  the  court,  the  right  of 
action  does  not  accrue  until  the  proscution  terminates ;  and  so,  by  anal- 
ogy, the  rule  should  be  the  same  in  malicious  prosecutions  on  the  civil 
side  of  the  court,  in  respect  to  the  time  when  the  right  of  action  aocmea 
and  the  statute  begins  to  run,  except  in  cases  of  seizure  of  personalty 
under  execution,  where  the  litigation  is  protracted  by  a  claim  interposed 
by  the  person  whose  property  is  seized.  In  that  case  the  right  of  action 
would  accrue  whenever  the  personalty  was  seized,  and  the  statute  would 
then  begin  to  run,  and  four  years  after  that  time  would  bar  the  action  : 
Frintup  v.  Smith,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Malicious  Pboseoution.    See  Limitatioriy  Statute  of. 

Fake  Arrest —  Warrant  Issued  by  Inferior  Court — An  action  for  false 
arrest  does  not  lie  against  an  officer  for  serving  a  precept  issued  by  an 
inferior  magistrate,  if  the  magistrate  has  jurisdiction  of  the  offence 
alleged,  and  the  precept  upon  its  face  discloses  that  he  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  offender :  Elsemore     LongfeUoWj  76  Me. 

The  process  discloses  jurisdiction  of  the  person  against  whom  it  runs, 
if  a  proper  cause  is  indicated,  though  it  may  be  ever  so  irregularly  and 
imperfectly  expressed.  Amendable  irregularities  do  not  vitiate.  To 
render  the  officer  liable  the  precept  must  be  absolutely  void :  Id, 

Master  and  Servant. 

Injury  to  Servant — Negligence  of  FeUow-Servant — Mcuter  and  Mate 
of  Vessel, — The  owners  of  a  vessel  are  not  liable  for  an  injury  to  the 
mate  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  master,  the  latter  being  a 
fellow-servant  of  the  mate  engaged  in  a  common  employment :  Thomp- 
son V.  Hei'man,  47  Wis.,  distinguished  :  Mathews  v.  Case,  61  Wis. 

Negligence —  Who  is  FeUow-servant — A  crew  of  men  were  engaged 
under  a  foreman  or  superintendent  in  repairing  a  dam  for  a  log-driving 
company,  incorporated  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  when  one  of  the 
laborers  was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  another  who  acted  under  the 
direction  and  immediate  observation  of  the  foreman  in  doing  the  partic- 
ular act  complained  of :  Held,  That  the  foreman  and  laborers  were  fel- 
low-servants within  the  rule  exculpating  the  company  from  liability : 
Doughty  v.  Penobscot  Log  Driving  Co.,  16  Me. 

Negligence — Fellow-servant, — One  who  contracts  with  a  mining  com- 
pany to  break  down  rock  and  ore  for  a  certain  distance  to  disclose  the 
vein,  at  a  stipulated  price  per  foot,  the  company  to  furnish  steam  drill 
and  keep  the  drift  clear  of  rock,  as  the  contractor  broke  it  down,  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  contractor  with  and  not  a  servant  of  the  company.  He 
is  not  a  fellow-servant  with  the  superintendent  of  the  company  under 
whose  direction  his  work  is  performed :  Mayhew  v.  Sullivan  Mining  Co,, 
76  Me. 
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Mechanios'  Lien.    See  United  States  Courtt. 
Mortgage.    See  Bills  and  Notes;  Notice, 
NEaUQEXCB.    SeeAcHon;  Master  and  Servant ;  Telegraph;  Trial. 

RaUroad  Crossings — Accidents — Contributory  Negligence — Damages 
—Jury.— It  18  settled  in  this  state  that  in  aotioDS  agaiust  railroad  com- 
panieB  for  injuries  to  persons,  whether  in  form  civil  or  criminal,  the 
harden  is  upon  the  party  prosecuting  to  show  that  the  person  injured 
or  killed,  did  not  hj  his  want  of  ordinary  oare  contrihute  to  produce  the 
aeeident :  State  v.  Maine  Central  R.  Co.,  76  Me. 

One  in  the  full  possession  of  his  faculties,  who  undertakes  to  cross  a 
railroad  track  at  the  very  moment  a  train  of  cars  is  passing,  or  when 
a  Uain  is  so  near  that  he  is  not  only  liable  to  be,  but  is  in  fact  struck 
by  it,  is  prima  fa/de  guilty  of  negligence;  and,  in  the  absence  of  a 
satisfactory  excuse,  his  negligence  must  be  regarded  as  established :  Id, 

In  a  prosecution,  by  indictment,  against  a  railroad  company  for  negli- 
^Dtly  eansing  the  death  of  a  person  at  a  crossing,  the  amount  of  the 
forfeitare  between  the  minimum  and  maximum  sums  fixed  by  the  stat- 
ute, should  be  assessed  by  the  jury :  Id, 

RaUro<id — Failure  to  Stop  and  Listen  al  Grossing — Evidence^ 
Proof  of  Usage  of  Company  at  other  Crossings, — A  person  approach- 
ing a  railway  crossing  with  a  team  and  having  reason  to  suppose  that  a 
regular  passenger  train  has  recently  passed  from  one  direction,  is  not 
guilty  of  negligence  if  he  fails  to  look  constantly  in  that  direction, 
especially  when  it  would  be  impossible  to  see  or  hear  an  approaching 
train  because  of  an  embankment  or  other  obstruction  to  sight  and 
sound:  Bowen  v.      M,  <fc  St,  P.  R,  Co.,  61  Wis. 

An  instruction  that  it  was  the  duty  of  a  person  approaching  a  railway 
crossing  to  have  looked  up  the  track  if  by  so  doing  he  could  have  ascer- 
tained the  approach  of  a  train  at  a  sufficient  distance  to  have  avoided  it, 
is  held  proper.  The  question  what  was  such  sufficient  distance  was  for 
the  jury :  Id. 

The  question  being  whether  the  bell  was  rung  and  the  whistle  blown 
ss  a  locomotive  approached  a  highway  crossing,  evidence  that  those 
things  were  not  done  at  a  similar  crossing  three  miles  distant  was  admis- 
sible: Id. 

Notice. 

Mortgage — Record —  Unrecorded  Deed. — When  the  record  of  a  mort- 
gage is  defective  it  is  not  notice  of  such  mortgage.  Thus,  a  mortgage 
for  the  security  of  two  thousand  dollars  was  recorded  as  one  for  two 
hundred  dollars.  Held,  that  the  record  was  no  notice  of  the  two  thou- 
sand dollar  mortgage  :  Hill  v.  McNichol,  76  Me. 

When  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  without  notice  of  a  prior  unrecorded 
deed,  for  a  valuable  consideration  conveys  to  one  who  had  notice  thereof, 
the  title  of  the  latter  is  not  impaired  by  the  notice :  Id. 

Officer. 

Atsnmpsit — School  Agent — Compensation  for  Cffidal  Duties. — A 
school  agent's  mere  election  and  performance  of  official  duties,  raise  no 
implied  promise  on  the  part  of  the  town  to  pay  him  for  such  services: 
Ta&ot  r.  Inhabitants  of  East  Machias,  76  Me. 
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In  tho  absence  of  any  implied  contract  or  statutory  provision  entitling 
him  to  pay  for  official  duties  rendered,  a  school  agent  can  maintain  no 
artion  therefor  against  his  town :  Id, 

Parent  and  Child. 

.Domicile  of  Child  of  a  Widow  who  Re-marries. — Although  a  widow 
by  marrying  again,  acquires  the  domicile  of  her  second  husband,  she 
does  not,  by  taking  the  children  of  her  first  husband  to  live  with  her 
there,  make  the  domicile  which  she  derives  from  her  second  husband 
their  domicile ;  but  they  retain  the  domicile  which  they  had,  before  her 
second  marriage,  acquired  from  her  or  from  their  father:  Lamar  "V. 
Micon,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Partnership. 

Liability  for  Acts  of  Partner  after  Dissolution — Attorneys.- — Where 
a  note  and  mortgage  have  been  intrusted  to  a  trm  of  attorneys  for  col- 
lection, the  mere  dissolution  of  the  firm  will  not  release  one  partner  from 
responsibility  to  the  client  for  money  subsequently  collected  by  the  other 
partner  to  whom  that  business  was,  by  the  terms  of  the  dissolution, 
transferred.  Such  release  could  be  brought  about  only  by  the  express 
contract  of  the  parties  or  by  a  contract  fairly  implied  from  the  circum- 
stances and  transaction  after  the  dissolution.  Instructions  in  such  a  case 
giving  too  much  importance  to  the  mere  fact  of  dissolution  are  held  to 
have  been  misleading :  Waldech  v.  Brand ,  61  Wis. 

Patent. 

Re-issue  for  the  Purpose  of  Enlarging  the  Claim —  Time  of  AppUca- 
tion  for, — A  patent  cannot  be  lawfully  re-issued  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  enlarging  the  claim,  unless  there  has  been  a  clear'  mistake  inadver- 
tently committed  in  the  wording  of  the  claim,  and  the  application  for 
re-issue  is  made  within  a  reasonably  short  time.  Whether  there  has  been 
such  an  inadvertent  mistake  is,  in  general,  a  matter  of  fact  for  the 
commissioner  to  decide;  but  whether  the  application  is  made  in  reasona- 
ble time  is  matter  of  law,  which  the  court  may  determine  by  comparing 
the  re-issued  patent  with  the  original,  and,  if  necessary,  with  the  records 
in  the  patent-office,  when  presented  by  the  record  :  Maher  v.  ffarwood, 
S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

The  principles  announced  in  the  case  of  MiUer  v.  Brass  df  Co.^  104 
U.  S.  350,  in  reference  to  re-issuing  patents  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging 
the  claims,  reiterated  and  explained :  Id, 

No  invariable  rule  can  be  laid  down  as  to  what  is  a  reasonable  time 
within  which  the  patentee  must  seek  for  the  correction  of  a  claim  which 
he  considers  too  narrow.  It  is  for  the  court  to  judge  in  each  case,  and 
it  will  exercise  proper  liberality  towards  the  patentee.  But  as  the  law 
charges  him  with  notice  of  what  his  patent  contains,  he  will  be  held  to 
reasonable  diligence.  By  analogy  to  the  rule  as  to  effect  of  public  use 
before  an  application  for  a  patent,  a  delay  of  more  than  two  years  would 
in  general,  require  special  circumstances  for  its  excuse  ;  Id, 

As,  in  the  present  case,  there  was  a  delay  of  nearly  four  years,  and  the 
original  patent  was  plain,  simple,  and  free  from  obscurity,  it  was  held 
that  the  delay  in  seeking  a  correction  by  re-issue  was  unreasonable,  and 
that  the  commissioner  had.  therefore,  no  authority  to  grant  it ;  and  the 
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patent  was  held  invalid  so  far  as  the  claims  were  broader  than  those  in 
the  origioal  patent :  Id. 

Railroad.    See  Common  Carrier;  Negligence, 

Regbivbr.    See  Corporaiton.  i 

Set-Off. 

PKyndoKtz  Account — Negligence. — "Where  suit  was  brought  on  a 
physician's  account  for  services  and  medicine,  it  might  be  pleaded  that 
he  did  not  do  his  work  skilfully,  or  a  plea  of  recoupment  might  be  filed, 
springing  out  of  the  contract ;  but  a  pica  of  set-off,  based  on  a  tort  in 
giving  defendant  too  large  a  dose  of  medicine,  which  injured  him  to  the 
amount  of  tvo  hundred  dollars,  was  not  proper  as  matter  of  defence ; 
nor  does  it  matter  whether  the  defendant  was  insolvent  or  not :  McLeroy 
T.  Sewdl,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Surety.    See  Guaranty, 
Telegraph. 

Negligence — Cipher  Dispaich — Delay  in  Delivery — Damages — Evi- 
(fence.— Where  a  telegraphic  message  was  sent  by  cable,  and  suit  was  ^ 
brought  for  damages  resulting  from  a  failure  to  deliver  it,  after  its  receipt 
at  its  point  of  destination,  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  copy  message 
written  by  the  telegraph  operator  at  the  point  of  destination  and  eventu- 
ally delivered  was  admissible  rn  evidence,  without  producing  the  original 
message  written  out  at  the  point  of  transmission,  there  being  no  claim 
that  the  message  delivered  differed  from  that  sent :  West,  Un.  Tel.  Co. 
y.  i^Kman,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Where  a  ship  broker,  whose  office  was  near  that  of  a  telegraph  com- 
pany, had  sent  other  messages  by  cable  through  such  company,  and  a 
cipher  message  from  a  company  in  Liverpool  was  sent  to  him,  there  was 
enough  to  put  the  telegraph  company  on  notice  that  it  was  a  matter  of 
important  commercial  business,  and  required  reasonable  and  ordinary 
dispatch  in  delivery ;  and  the  party  injured  by  a  failure  to  use  such  dis- 
patch would  not  be  limited  to  recovering  nominal  damages  :  Id, 

Telegraph  companies  and  common  carriers  are  not  identical  as  regards 
notice,  or  notice  of  value  of  the  dispatch  :  Id, 

If  a  telegraph  company  receives  a  cipher  dispatch,  and  undertakes  to 
carry  it  and  deliver  it  to  the  person  to  whom  directed,  in  consideration 
of  money  paid  to  them,  it  is  their  duty  to  make  such  delivery  within  a 
reasonable  time :  Id. 

If  a  message  sent  by  cable  was  received  at  the  office  of  the  telegraph 
company  at  the  point  of  destinartion  at  10.24  A.  M.,  and  was  not  deliv- 
ered until  11.55  A.  M.,  the  office  of  the  person  to  whom  it  was  directed 
heing  within  five  minutes'  walk  from  that  of  the  company,  and,  in  the 
Qieantime,  loss  occurred  by  reason  of  this  failure  to  deliver,  there  was 
enough  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  the  delay  was  unreason- 
able: Id. 

Where,  by  reason  of  the  failure  on  the  part  of  a  telegraph  company 
^  deliver  a  message  directed  to  a  ship  broker,  he  lost  a  contract*  by 
vhich  he  would  have  made  certain  commissions,  had  the  message  been 
promptly  delivered,  a  recovery  of  the  amount  of  such  commissions  was 
Dot  too  remote  or  speculative  a  measure  of  damages :  Id, 
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Trial. 

Injuries  to  Person — Examxnation  hy  Physician  at  Trial, — In  an  action 
for  personal  injuries  the  court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  at  tbe  trial  direct 
the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  personal  examination  by  physicians  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant :  White  v.  Milwaukee  Oity  E.  R,  Co,,  61  Wis. 

Trust  and  Trustee.  See  Actum. 
Execution  of  Power  of  Appointment — Necessity  of  Deed  hy  Tmstee. — 
S.,  the  wife  of  B.,  joined  with  him  in  a  deed  to  H.  of  land  of  B.,  in  trust, 
for  the  use  of  S.  during  her  life,  and  at  any  time,  to  convey  it  to  such  per- 
son as  S.  might  request  or  direct  in  writing,  with  the  written  consent  of  B. 
Afterwards  B.  made  a  deed  of  the  land  to  W.,  in  which  H.  did  not  join, 
and  in  which  B.  was  the  only  grantor,  and  S.  was  not  described  as  a 
party,  but  which  was  signed  by  S.  and  bore  her  seal,  and  was  acknowl- 
edged by  her  in  the  proper  manner.  Held^  that  the  latter  deed  did  not 
convey  the  legal  title  to  the  land,  and  was  not  made  in  execution  of  the 
power  reserved  to  S. :  Batchelor  v.  Breretm,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  T.  1884. 

United  States. 

Effect  of  Seizure  of  BuihUngs  hy  United  States  Marshal  upon  Right 
to  proceed  under  Mechanics*  Lien  in  State  Court. — A  building  was 
commenced  June  25th  1872,  from  which  time  the  mechanics'  liens  dated, 
although  the  first  of  them  was  filed  and  action  to  enforce  it  commenced 
February  2lBt  1873.  On  January  24th  1873,  the  buildings  were  seized 
for  a  forfeiture  under  the  internal  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States  ; 
process  of  attachment  was  issued  to  the  marshal  February  5th  1873, 
and  after  condemnation  and  forfeiture  he  sold  the  premises  in  May 
1883.  The  sheriff  of  the  county  also  sold  the  premises  in  September 
1873,  under  judgments  on  the  mechanics'  liens  obtained  in  June  1873. 
Heldy  that  the  sheriff's  sale  was  nugatory  and  void,  because  based  upon 
proceedings  instituted  while  the  res  was  in  the  exclusive  custody  and 
control  of  the  United  States  Court :  Meidritter  v.  Elizabeth  Oil-  Cloth 
Co..  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Semble,  that  the  mechanics'  lien  creditors  might,  without  prejudice 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  Court,  have  commenced  their 
actions,  so  far  as  that  was  a  step  required  by  the  state  law,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  fixing  and  preserving  their  rights  to  a  lien ;  provided, 
always,  they  did  not  prosecute  their  actions  to  a  sale  and  disposition  of 
the  property,  which,  by  relation,  would  have  the  effect  of  avoiding  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  Court  under  its  seizure  :  Id. 

United  States  Courts. 
Jurisdiction — Suit  by  a  National  Bank  in  the  Name  of  its  President, 
— Practice. — The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  H.  B.  *'  in  his  capacity 
of  president  of  the  New  Orleans  National  Bank/'  against  a  citizen  of 
Louisiana,  and  the  defendant,  on  appeal,  assigned  as  error,  the  want  of 
the  proper  citizenship  to  give  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  jurisdic- 
tion. Upon  an  inspection  of  the  whole  record  it  appeared  that  the  suit 
was  treated  by  both  parties  and  by  the  circuit  court  as  the  suit  of  the 
bank  and  not  of  Baldwin.  Held,  that  the  defendant  will  not  be  allowed 
on  final  hearing,  in  order  to  defeat  the  jurisdiction,  to  assert,  for  the 
first  time,  that  Baldwin,  and  not  the  bank,  was  the  complainant :  For' 
tier  V.  New  Orleans  Nat,  Bank,  8.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 
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Waqes.    See  Aui^ment, 

Waters  and  Watercourses. 

Mlloumers — Mill-dams  —  Ri^ht  of  PoMoge — Watert^-^Reatonahle 
Uie,—A  mill-owner  upon  a  floatable  rirer  is  not  under  legal  obligation 
to  proTide  a  pnblic  way,  for  the  passage  of  logs  over  his  dam,  better 
than  would  be  afforded  by  the  natural  condition  of  the  river  unobstructed 
by  his  mills.  The  right  of  passage  is  the  natural  flow  of  the  rirer  or  its 
equiTalent :  Pearson  v.  Rol/cy  76  Me. 

A  mill-owner  is  not  under  legal  obligation  to  furnish  any  public 
passage  for  logs  over  his  dam  or  through  his  mills  at  a  time  when  the 
river  at  such  place,  in  its  natural  condition,  does  not  contain  water 
enoagh  to  be  floatable  if  unobstructed  by  mills,  although  the  river  is 
generally  of  a  .floatable  character  :  Id. 

Wbeoever  a  river,  with  mills  upon  it,  is  floatable,  and  the  mill-owner 
and  those  who  want  to  float  logs  past  the  mills  are  desirous  of  using  the 
water  at  the  same  time,  all  parties  are  entitled  to  reasonable  use  of  the 
common  boom ;  the  right  of  passage  is  the  superior,  but  not  an  usurping, 
excessive  or  exclusive,  right :  the  law  authorizing  mills  put  some  in- 
cnmhrance  upon  the  right  of  passage :  Id. 

What  is  a  reasonable  use  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  depends  upon  the 
siie  and  nature  of  the  stream,  the  extent  and  kinds  of  business  upon  it, 
and  all  other  circumstances :  Id. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  REGULATIONS  OF  LEGISLATIVE 
PROCEEDINGS. 

RuLBS  prescribing  forms  for  the  gaidance  of  legislatures  are 
incorporated  in  many  of  the  state  constitutions  now  in  force.  These 
Tary  in  their  scope,  in  some  cases  extending  to  a  considerable 
number  of  requirements,  and  in  others  being  few  in  number.  They 
are  also  expressed  in  varying  terms.  Their  purpose  is  the  preven- 
tion of  some  of  the  evils  which  grew  out  of  legislation  when  little 
or  no  restriction  was  placed  upon  the  mode  of  procedure,  as  if 
with  the  advance  toward  '  a  higher  civilization'  greater  precautions 
were  requisite  in  legislative  matters  than  in  the  early  days  of  our 
state's  history." 

The  English  Doctrine. — There  are  no  restrictions  upon  the  Par- 
liament of  Great  Britain  as  to  the  mode  of  its  procedure,  and  there 
is  no  such  thing  known  to  English  law  as  the  unconstitutional 
enactment  of  a  statute.  There  can  be  no  inquiry  as  to  the  regu- 
larity of  an  enactment;  the  enrolled  act  is  a  verity :  Jtex  v.  Arundel^ 
Hob.  110 ;  Prince's  Case,  8  Coke  146.  There  is  no  common  law 
in  this  country  in  conflict  witk  this :  People  v.  Devlin,  33  N.  Y. 
281;  State  v.  Swift,  10  Nev.  176;  Panghom  v.  Young,  32 
N.  J.  L.  29;  Sherman  v.  Story,  30  Cal.  253;  Falconer  v.  Hig- 
gm^i  McLean  195;  Pacific  Railroad  Co,  v.  Governor,  23  Mo. 
362;  ibttic  v.  Fleming,  13  Md.  412;  Brodnax  v.  Chroom,  64 
N.  C.  m-,  People  v.  Stame,  35  HI.  121. 
In  many  cases  constitutional  regulations  of  the  forms  of  procedure 
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are  said  to  be  mandatory  on  legislative  bodies ;  but  after  action  the 
presumption  is  that  they  have  been  observed,  and  the  courts  will 
not  go  back  of  the  enrolled  act  to  impeach  it.  See  Usener  v. 
State,  8  Tex.  App.  177 ;  Central  Railway  Co,  v.  Eeame,  32  Tex. 
546 ;  Blessing  v.  Galveston^  42  Id.  641 ;  Kilgore  v.  Mageey  85 
Penn.  St.  401 ;  People  v.  Burke,  34  Cal.  661 ;  Eld  v.  Gorham, 
20  Conn.  8 ;  People  v.  Commissioners,  54  N.  Y.  276 ;  Uvan^  v. 
Browne,  30  Ind.  514 ;  Bender  v.  State,  53  Id.  254 ;  Commissioners 
v.  Burford,  93  Id.  383 ;  Hdger  v.  Board,  70  Id.  331 ;  Lottery 
Co^  v.  Richoux,  23  La.  Ann.  743;  Green  v.  Weller,  32  Miss. 
650 ;  Swann  v.  Buck,  40  Id.  268 ;  Mayor  v.  Garwood,  32  Md. 
471;  Thompson's  Case,  9  Op.  Attys.-Gen.  1;  Miller  y.  State,  5 
Ohio  St.  275  ;  Purdy  v.  People,  4  Hill  390;  Be  Bow  v.  People, 
1  Den.  14 ;  State  v.  Glenn,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  50,  and  cases 
cited  ante. 

Conflict  of  Authority, — The  rule  which  seems  to  be  established 
by  these  cases  has  not  been  uniformly  held  by  several  of  the  courts 
which  decided  them.  In  some  states,  especially  California  and 
Missouri,  changes  in  the  fundamental  law  have  necessitated  the 
establishment  of  a  rule  different  from  that  announced  in  the  cases 
cited.  But  before  the  constitutions  now  in  force  in  these  states 
were  adopted  there  was  a  conflict  of  authority.  In  Fotvler  v. 
Peirce,  2  Cal.  165,  the  court  say,  by  Murray,  C.  J. :  "I  ami  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  difference  between  declaring  a  law  uncon- 
stitutional for  matters  patent  upon  its  face,  though  passed  regularly, 
and  a  law  apparently  good,  yet  passed  in  violation  of  those  rules 
which  the  constitution  has  imposed  for  the  protection  of  the  rights 
and  liberties  ot  the  citizen."  The  court  held  an  act  which  pur- 
ported to  have  been  approved  on  a  day  on  which  it  might  legally 
have  been  done,  void,  because  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  was  approved 
when  the  power  to  do  the  act  did  not  exist.  In  Stat^  v.  McBride, 
4  Mo.  303,  the  question  was  whether  an  amendment  to  the  consti- 
tution had  been  voted  for  by  the  required  number  of  members  of 
the  legislature,  and  it  appears  to  have  been  determined  by  the 
record  contained  in  the  legislative  journals.  This  case  was  doubt- 
less overruled  by  Pacific  Railroad  Co,  v.  Governor,  ante,  which 
has  been  overruled  by  Bradley  v.  West,  60  Mo.  33,  and  State  v. 
Mead,  71  Id.  266.  Both  these  last  cases  were  decided  under  the 
present  constitution,  which  differs  materially  from  that  in  force 
when  the  earlier  cases  were  ruled.    Sherman  v.  Story  has  also 
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been  overruled  by  Weill  v.  KenfiM,  54  Cal.  Ill,  under  a  like 
change  in  the  fundamental  law.  The  earlier  cases  in  Indiana  held 
to  the  American  doctrine.  See  Skinner  v.  Deming^  2  Ind.  658 ; 
Coleman  v.  DobbinSj  8  Id.  166.  And  intimations  and  dicta  in  its 
&vor  are  to  be  found  in  some  of  the  New  York  cases,  which  have 
been  frequently  cited  in  its  support.  See  People  v.  Purdy^  2  Hill 
31 ;  s.  c.  in  error,  4  Id.  384 ;  De  Bow  v.  People,  1  Den.  9 ; 
Com,  Bank  v.  SparrotOj  2  Id.  97.  The  rule  in  Maryland  has 
been  changed  by  Berry  v.  Baltimore,  etc,  Railroad  Co.,  41  Md. 
446,  and  Legg  v.  Mayor,  etc,j  42  Id.  203.  The  cases  cited  from 
Mississippi  must  be  considered  overruled  by  Brady  v.  West,  50 
Miss.  68,  where  the  court  say :  It  is  clearly  competent  to  show 
from  the  journals  of  either  branch  of  the  legislature  that  a  particular 
act  was  not  passed  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  constitution,  and 
thus  defeat  its  operation  altogether."  Two  Iowa  cases  (Clare  y. 
State,  5  Iowa  609;  Buncombe  v.  Prindle,  12  Id.  1)  are  often  cited 
in  support  of  the  doctrine  that  the  enrolled  act  is  conclusive;  but  they 
only  determine  that  where  there  is  a  conflict  between  the  printed 
and  the  enrolled  act,  the  latter  is  the  ultimate  proof  of  the  expres- 
sion of  the  legislative  will.  Whether  the  journals  were  competent, 
evidence,  or  their  effect,  was  not  considered  in  either  case:  Koehler 
V.  Hill,  60  Iowa  643. 

The  American,  Doctrine. — The  power  and  duty  of  courts  to  look 
behind  the  enrolled  act  and  determine  that  it  has  received  the 
required  number  of  votes,  or  that  in  its  enactment  there  has  been  a 
aabstantial  compliance  with  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  constitution 
is  upheld  by  a  large  number  of  cases  :  Skinner  v.  Denning,  2  Ind. 
528;  PoU  V.  Supennaors,  106  U.  S.  667  ;  Smithee  v.  Garth,  33 
Ark.  17  ;  Hull  v.  MiUer,  4  Neb.  603  ;  Walker  v.  Griffith,  60  Ala. 
361 ;  WiUiams  v.  State,  6  Lea  (Tenn.)  549 ;  Supervisors  v.  Hee- 
nan,  2  Minn.  330 ;  Coleman  v.  Dobbins,  8  Ind.  156 ;  In  re 
Roberts,  6  Colo.  625 ;  In  re  Welman,  20  Vt.  656 ;  Legg  v. 
Mayor,  fc,  42  Md.  203 ;  Osbum  v.  Staley,  6  W.  Va.  85 ;  State 
V.  Piatt,  2  S.  C.  160 ;  Walker  v.  State,  12  Ind.  200 ;  State  v. 
Sagood,  13  Id.  46  ;  Worthen  v.  Padgett,  32  Ark.  496 ;  State  v. 
Mead,  71  Mo.  266 ;  Smithee  v.  Campbell,  41  Ark.  471 ;  South 
Ottawa  V.  Perkins,  94  U.  S.  260 ;  Spangler  v.  Jacoby,  14  111. 
297;  Prescott  v.  Trustees,  19  Id.  824  ;  People  v.  Stame,  35  Id. 
121 ;  Ryan  v.  Lynch,  68  Id.  160 :  Turley  v.  County  of  Logan, 
17  Id.  151 ;  Burr  v.  Ross,  19  Ark.  250  ;  Weill  v.  Ketifield,  54 
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Cal.  Ill ;  Fordyce  v.  Godman,  20  Ohio  St.  1;  Berry  v.  Baltimore, 
^(?.,  Railroad  Co.,  41  Md.  446 ;  Bradley  v.  West,  60  Mo.  83 ; 
Grreen  v.'  Graves,  1  Doug.  (Mich.)  361 ;  People  v.  Mdhaney,  13 
Mich.  481 ;  StaU  v.  Francis,  26  Kans.  724 ;  State  ex  rel  v.  Hastr 
ings,  24  MinD.  78 ;  Brown  v.  iVa^A,  1  WyomiDg  86 ;  State  v. 
Little  Rock,  ^c.  Railway  Co.,  31  Ark.  701 ;  Vinsant  v.  Knox, 
27  Id.  266  ;  Moody  v.  ^Siate,  48  Ala.  116 :  Gaines  v.  Horrigan, 
4  Lea  (Tenn.)  608  ;  Railroad  Tax  Cmcs,  13  Fed.  Rep.  722 ; 
Jones  V.  Hutchinson,  43  Ala.  721 ;  Southwark  Bank  v.  Common- 
wealth,  26  Pa.  /S't.  446 ;  Gardner  v.  Collector,  6  Wall.  489 ; 
V.  Gould,  31  Minn.  189.  See  Koehler  v.  iZi'ZZ,  60  Iowa  643 ; 
Bound  V.  Railroad  Co.,  46  Wis.  643. 

To  hold  that  the  legislative  journals  are  not  appropriate  evidence 
on  the  question  whether  a  bill  had  been  passed  by  the  constitutional 
number  of  votes  would  in  effect  bo  to  hold  that  a  bill  may  become 
a  law  without  receiving  the  number  of  votes  required  by  the  consti- 
tution ;  that  a  single  presiding  officer  may,  by  his  signature,  give 
the  force  of  )Iblw  to  a  bill  which  the  journal  of  the  body  over  which 
he  presides,  and  which  is  kept  under  the  supervision  of  the  whole 
body,  shows  not  to  have  been  voted  for  by  the  constitutional  num- 
ber of  members  :  Fordyce  v.  Godman,  20  Ohio  St.  1,  The  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  say  :  "  We  are  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, on  principle  as  well  as  authority,  that  whenever  a  question 
arises  in  a  court  of  law  of  the  existence  of  a  statute,  or  of  the  time 
when  a  statute  took  effect,  or  of  the  precise  terms  of  a  statute,  the 
judges  who  are  called  upon  to  decide  it,  have  a  right  to  resort  to 
any  source  of  information  which  in  its  nature  is  capable  of  convey- 
ing to  the  judicial  mind  a  clear  and  satisfactory  answer  to  such 
question ;  always  seeking  first  for  that  which  in  its  natu;*e  is  most 
appropriate,  unless  the  positive  law  has  enacted  a  different  rule:" 
Gardner  v.  Collector,  6  Wall.  499.  The  validity  of  a  statute  is 
a  question  of  law,  and  the  court  will  not  act  upon  the  admission  of 
parties  that  it  has  not  been  passed  in  a  constitutional  manner: 
Eappel  V.  Brethauer,  70  111.  166.  See  Ottawa  v.  Perkins,  94  U. 
S.  268 ;  Post  v.  Supervisors,  106  Id.  667  ;  Railroad  Tax  Cases, 
13  Fed.  Rep.  767. 

Notice  of  Application  for  Enactment  of  Law. — The  constitution 
of  Alabama  provides  that  no  local  or  special  law  shall  be  passed 
on  any  subject  which  cannot  be  provided  for  by  a  general  law,  un- 
less notice  of  the  intention  to  apply  therefor  shall  have  been  pub- 
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lished,"  &c.  In  JHarriion  v.  Oordy,  57  Ala.  49,  the  legislative 
journal  showed  that  the  notice  given  was  of  intention  to  apply  for 
an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  of  liquors  within  four  miles  of  the  court- 
house at  St.  Stephens.  The  bill  corresponded  with  the  notice,  but 
was  amended  to  embrace  an  area  of  eight  miles.  In  reply  to  the 
contention  that  the  notice  did  not  warrant  the  act,  the  court  said 
that  it  was  perfectly  consistent  with  all  that  appeared  in  the  journals 
that  the  notice  embraced  the  larger  area.  It  will  not  be  presumed 
from  the  silence  of  the  journals  that  the  prescribed  notice  was  not 
given,  and  that  the  required  proof  of  it  was  not  made  :  Walker  v. 
Griffith^  60  Ala.  861.  In  North  Carolina,  under  a  similar  pro- 
vision, the  signatures  of  the  presiding  officers  make  the  law  a  matter 
of  record,  and  it  cannot  be  impeached  collaterally.  In  Arkansas 
a  law  having  for  its  object  the  settlement  of  a  debt  due  from  the 
citizens  of  the  state  to  it,  and  its  debt  due  to  them,  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  constitutional  requirement,  not  being,  it  seems, 
local  or  special :  State  v.  Crawford^  86  Ark.  237.  In  Florida  the 
prohibition  of  the  constitution  concerning  the  amendment  of  acts  of 
incorporation,  unless  notice  had  been  given,  could  not  control  the 
legislature  in  the  matter  of  legislation  concerning  roads. belonging  to 
the  system  of  internal  improvements  which  the  constitution  made  it 
the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  create  and  encourage :  Palmer  v. 
Louisville,  ^c.  Railroad  Co.,  19  Fla.  231. 

The  constitution  of  Rhode  Island  requires  that  when  a  bill  shall 
be  presented  for  the  creation  of  certain  corporations  it  shall  be 
continued  until  another  election  of  members  of  the  general  assembly 
shall  have  taken  place,  and  that  such  public  notice  of  the  pendency 
thereof  shall  be  given  as  may  be  required  by  law.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Maine  has  held  these  provisions  to  be  directory  merely, 
and  not  to  affect  corporations  unless  in  case  of  intervention  by  the 
state.  After  charter  is  granted,  the  presumption  is  that  all  pre- 
liminary requirements  have  been  complied  with:  McClinch  v. 
Sturgis^  72  Me.  288.  A  statute  requiring  that  notice  of  private 
petitions  pending  before  the  legislature  should  be  given  in  a  pre- 
scribed manner,  held  to  be  merely  directory.  The  legislature  might 
act  upon  a  notice  which  did  not  comply  with  the  statute,  or  with- 
out notice :  Day  v.  Stetson,  8  Me.  866. 

The  Enacting  Style. — An  enacting  style  is  prescribed  by  nearly 
all  the  State  constitutions.  In  his  work  on  the  Law  and  Practice 
of  Legislative  Assemblies,  p.  820,  Gushing  says :    Where  enacting 
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words  are  prescribed,  nothing  can  be  a  law  which  is  not  introduced 
by  these  very  words,  even  though  others  which  are  equivalent,  are 
at  the  same  time  used."    The  authorities  do  not  sustain  this  state- 
ment, and  are  not  harmonious.    The  direction  is  not  mandatory, 
and  the  omission  of  the  words  "by  the  general  assembly  of  Mary- 
land" from  the  enacting  clause,  does  not  render  the  act  void  : 
McPherson  v  Leonard^  25  Md.  377.   An  act  without  an  enacting 
clause  is  void:  Seat  of  Government  Casea^  1  Wash.  Ter.  135. 
When  a  bill  adopting  a  body  of  laws,  divided  into  separate  chapters, 
is  preceded  by  the  required  words,  it  is  sufficient:  J)eto  v. 
Cunningham^  28  Ala.  466.    But  when  sections  and  chapters  of  a 
code  or  revision  are  passed  at  different  t^mes,  such  of  them  as  do 
not  contain  an  enacting  clause  are  void :  Vinsant  v.  KnoZy  27 
Ark.  266.    Literal  compliance  with  the  words  used  in  the  constitu- 
tion is  not  essential.    "  Resolved,"  held  equivalent  to  "  be  it  en- 
acted," in  a  joint  resolution  which  had  the  force  of  law :  Swann  v. 
Buck^  40  Miss.  268.    The  style  prescribed  for  laws  is  inapplicable 
to  a    resolution,  order  or  vote,"  as  contradistinguished  from  a 
"bill,"  by  the  constitution:  State  v.  Delesdenier^  7  Tex.  76. 
Whether  it  is  mandatory  or  directory  only  as  to  laws  is  discussed 
but  not  decided  in  Navigation  Co.  v.  Galveatony  45  Tex.  287. 
A  statute  is  not  void  because  when  introduced  the  bill  had  no  enact- 
ing clause:  Powell  v.  Jackson  Com,  Council^  61  Mich.  129. 
Where  the  enacting  clause  is  stricken  out  of  a  bill,  and  the  house 
which  struck  it  out  subsequently  passed  the  bill,  the  journal  not 
showing  a  reconsideration  of  the  first  vote,  the  passage  of  the  bill 
held  to  be  tantamount  to  a  rescission  thereof:  Wenner  v.  Thornton^ 
98  111.  156. 

In  West  Virginia  the  force  and  effect  of  law  cannot  be  given  to  a 
joint  resolution  :  Sogers  v.  Crane^  1  West  Va.  176. 

A  statute  providing  that  the  form  of  an  ordinance  by  the  county 
board  of  supervisors  should  be  :  "  The  county  board  of  supervisors 
of  the  county  of  do  order  and  determine  as  follows,"  is  manda- 
tory, and  was  not  complied  with  by  proceedings  disclosed  by  the  re- 
cord to  be  as  follows  :    On  motion  of  the  board  of  supervisors 

do  order  and  determine :"  Smith  v.  Sherry^  54  Wis.  114.  In 
Austrian  v.  (?uy,  21  Fed.  Rep.  500,  the  same  statute  was  consid- 
ered, and  was  held  to  be  complied  with  by  an  order  as  follows:  ^*It 
is  understood,  ordered  and  determined." 

Several  readings. — Provisions  requiring  that  all  bills  of  a  gen- 
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eral  character,  or  all  bills  appropriating  money,  or  certain  other 
classes  of  bills  shall  be  read  at  length  one  or  more  times  on  one  or 
more  days,  are  embodied  in  a  number  of  constitations.  In  some 
states  the  requirement  is  held  to  be  mandatory,  and  that  failure  to 
comply  will  invalidate  the  law :  People  v.  Campbell^  8  111.  466, 
limited  by  Supervisors  v.  People^  25  Id.  181 ;  People  v.  Starne^ 
35  Id.  121 ;  Supervisors  v.  Heenan^  2  Minn.  830 ;  State  v. 
Eagood,  13  S.  C.  46.  In  others  it  is  merely  directory :  Usener 
y.  StaU,  8  Tex.  App.  177 ;  Blessing  v.  Galveston,  42  Tex.  641. 
Its  obserTance  is  secured  by  the  sense  of  duty  and  the  official  oaths 
of  members  of  the  legislature,  and  not  by  any  supervisory  power 
of  the  courts :  Kilgore  v.  Magee,  85  Penn.  St.  401 ;  Miller  v; 
SUUe,  5  Ohio  St  276. 

Where  the  journals  show  that  a  bill  was  passed,  and  contain 
nothing  to  show  that  it  was  not  read  as  the  constitution  requires, 
the  presumption  is  that  it  was  so  read,  and  this  presumption  is  not 
liable  to  be  rebutted :  Miller  v.  State^  ante;  Supervisors  v.  People, 
25  III.  181 ;  qualifying  Campbell  v.  People,  8  Id.  466 ;  Walker 
y.  GriSUh,  60  Ala.  361 ;  Staie  ex  rel  v.  Hastings,  24  Minn.  43 ; 
Virmnt  v.  Knox,  27  Ark.  279 ;  English  v.  Oliver,  28  Id.  317 ; 
W&rthen  v.  BadgeU,  82  Id.  516 ;  Usener  v.  State,  8  Tex.  App.  177 ; 
Blessing  v.  Galveston,  42  Tex.  641.  If  the  journals  are  kept 
loosely  the  law  will  be  sustained  if  compliance  with  the  constitu- 
tion can  be  spelled  out:  Supervisors  v.  Heenan,  2  Minn.  330.  If 
a  third  reading  is  shown  two  previous  readings  will  be  implied  and 
the  act  upheld  :  English  v.  Oliver,  ante. 

The  constitution  now  in  force  in  California  provides:  "Nor 
shall  any  bill  become  a  law  unless  the  same  shall  be  read  on  three 
several  days  in  each  house,  *  *  *  and  on  the  final  passage  of  all 
bills  they  shall  be  read  at  length."  In  Weill  v.  Kenfield,  54  Cal. 
Ill,  this  is  construed  as  requiring  every  bill  to  be  read  at  length 
on  three  separate  days  in  each  housC)  and  that  the  silence  of  the 
joarnals  as  to  the  suspension  of  the  rule  does  not  support  the  pre- 
snmption  that  the  bill  was  read.  See  Railroad  Tax  Cases,  13 
Fed.  Rep.  722,  766.  The  first  clause  quoted  above  is  in  the 
constitution  of  South  Carolina,  and  the  doctrine  of  State  v.  Hagood, 
an^e,  is  to  the  effect  that  the  readings  must  be  shown  from  the  jour- 
nals, or  the  original  bill,  or  both.  Under  a  similar  provision  in 
the  constitution  of  Texas,  the  contrary  rule  is  established :  Usener 
T.  iftate,  8  Tex.  App.  177 ;  Blessing  v.  Galveston,  42  Tex.  641. 
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If  a  bill,  after  being  twice  read  in  the  house  to  which  it  is  sent 
for  concurrence,  is  recalled  by  the  house  in  which  it  originated,  one 
additional  reading  after  its  return  to  the  house  from  which  it  was 
recalled,  is  a  substantial  compliance :  State  v.  Qrawfordy  35  Ark. 
237.  A  bill  may  be  read  the  first  time  in  the  house  to  which  it  is  sent 
for  concurrence  on  the  same  day  of  its  passage  by  the  other  house  : 
Chicot  Co,  V.  Davies,  40  Ark.  200 ;  State  v.  Crawford^  ante. 

A  slight  change  in  the  title  of  a  bill  will  not  invalidate  the  read- 
ings it  had  before  the  change  was  made :  Larrison  v.  Peoria^  etc.^ 
Railroad  Co.,  Tl  111.  11 ;  Walnut  v.  Wade,  108  U.  S.  683 ; 
Plummer  v.  People,  74  111.  861.  If  the  identity  of  the  bill  can 
be  ascertained  from  the  journals,  and  the  change  is  not  one  of 
substance  and  apt  or  calculated  to  mislead,  the  validity  of  the  act 
will  not  be  affected :  Supervisors  v.  ffeenan,  2  Minn.  330. 

Where  it  is  required  that  the  bill  shall  be  read  at  length  it  is  not 
necessary  that  everything  which  is  to  become  law  by  its  enactment 
should  be  read.  In  Bibb  County  Loan  Association  v.  RichardSy 
21  6a.  592,  it  is  ruled  that  a  statute  incorporating  a  loan  associa- 
tion and  making  all  its  transactions  by  and  with  its  members,  whilst 
acting  under  and  by  virtue  of  certain  authority,  valid  and  binding 
in  law,  was  valid,  notwithstanding  the  transactions  to  which  refer- 
ence was  made  were  not  incorporated  in  the  statute  and  were  not 
read.  In  Dew  v.  Cunningham,  28  Ala.  466,  it  is  remarked  that 
to  construe  this  provision  to  include  everything  which  is  to  become 
law  by  the  enactment  of  a  bill,  would  exclude  the  power  to  make 
comprehensive  enactments. 

Are  amendments  required  to  he  readt — Ia  Miller  v.  State,  5 
Ohio  St.  275,  the  bill  originally  introduced,  after  being  read  twice, 
and  on  different  days,  was  referred  to  a  select  committee,  who 
reported  it  back  with  one  amendment,  to  wit,  strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert  a  new  bill this  bill  was  subse- 
quently amended  and  then  agreed  to,  read  the  third  time  and 
passed.  It  was  argued  that  this  ''new  bill"  should  have  been  read 
three  times.  In  reply,  the  court  say :  "  But,  for  argument's  sake, 
let  it  be  admitted  that  the  bill  as  amended  was  read  but  once  in  the 
senate ;  is  the  act,  for  that  reason,  void  ?  That,  counting  the  two 
readings  before  the  amendment,  and  the  final  reading,  the  bill  was 
read  three  times,  is  conceded,  for  these  readings  are  shown  by 
the  journal,  and  it  is  also  conceded  that,  in  general,  three  readings 
of  an  amendment  are  not  necessary.    But  inasmuch  as  the  amend- 
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ment  in  this  case  is  styled  in  the  journal  ^^a  new  bill"  it  is  said 
that  three  readings  were  necessary.  Why  necessary  7  The  amend- 
ment was  none  the  less  an  amendment  because  of  the  name  given 
it  *  *  *  When  the  subject  or  proposition  of  the  bill  is  thereby 
wholly  changed,  it  would  seem  to  be  proper  to  read  the  amended 
bill  three  times,  and  on  diflferent  days;  but  when  there  is  no 
such  yital  alteration,  three  readings  of  the  amendment  are  not 
required."  In  Fergtuan  v.  Miners'  Banky  8  Sneed  (Tenn.)  609, 
there  is  no  direct  adjudication,  but  it  is  said  that  adopting  amend- 
ments of  a  character  entirely  distinct  from  that  of  the  bill,  on  its 
third  and  last  reading,  has  the  appearance,  at  least  of  an  evasion 
of  the  constitution.  If  the  new  matter  is  not  germane  to  that  of 
the  original  bill,  it  would  seem  to  be  a  new  bill,  although  it  may 
be  called  an  amendment,  and  if  so,  should  be  read  three  times 
instead  of  once  in  each  house.  In  English  v.  Oliver ^  28  Ark.  817, 
the  rule  in  Miller  v.  Statey  ante^  was  followed.  The  court  say : 
The  proceedings  appear  to  have  been  irregular,  or  that  a  complete 
jonmal  was  not  made  of  all  that  was  done.  It  is  not  affirmatively 
shown  how  this  substitute  bill  came  before  the  house,  nor  is  it 
affirmatively  shown  that  it  was  read  a  first  and  second  time,  but 
the  joamal  shows  that  it  was  read  a  third  time.  To  have  a  third 
reading  would  imply  a  first  and  second,  and  there  is  nothing  before 
OS  to  show  that  such  readings  were  not  had."  Amendments  are 
not  embraced  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution  of  Illinois : 
PtofU  ex  rel  v.  Wallace^  70  111.  680  ;  nor  in  South  Carolina,  it 
seems:  State  v.  PlaU^  2  S.  C.  150,  166. 

Sutpension  of  Rule  requiring  Several  Readings. — In  cases  of 
"urgency"  or  "  emergency"  the  rule  concerning  readings  may  be 
suspended  by  a  majority  or  two-thirds  vote.  Whether  any  given 
state  of  circumstances  present  a  "case  of  urgency"  authorizing  a 
suspension  of  this  rule  is  solely  for  the  legislature  to  determine ; 
and  the  reasons  for  its  action  need  not  be  given  in  the  journals  : 
Evlh.  MilleTj  4  Neb.  503.  Where  the  journals  recite  that  by  a 
yea  and  nay  vote  the  readings  were  dispensed  with,  the  presumption 
is  that  the  vote  was  a  two-thirds  vote,  and  that  there  was  a  case  of 
emergency:  McOulloch  v.  State,  11  Ind.  424.  When  the  required 
number  of  readings  are  shown  on  the  same  day  a  strong  and  prima 
fade  implication  arises  that  the  suspension  of  the  rule  was  deemed 
wpedient:  Turley  v.  County  of  Logan,  17  111.  151.    Where  it  is 
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not  required  that  the  journals  affirmatively  show  that  the  rules  were 
suspended,  and  the  bill  was  read  by  title,  the  presumption  is  that 
they  were  suspended :  Chicot  County  r.  DavieSy  40  Ark.  200 ; 
Vinsant  v.  Knox,  27  Id.  278  ;  English  v.  Oliver^  28  Id.  320. 

Setting  out  Revisedj  Altered  or  Amended  Acts  at  Length. — In 
some  constitutions  provisions  are  to  be  found  of  the  same  import  as 
the  following  from  the  constitution  of  Michigan :  "  No  law  shall  be 
revised,  altered  or  amended  by  reference  to  its  title  only,  but  the 
act  revised  or  section  or  sections  of  the  act  altered  or  amended  shall 
be  re-enacted,  and  published  at  length."  In  People  v.  Mahaney, 
13  Mich.  481,  it  is  said  :  This  constitutional  provision  must  re- 
ceive a  reasonable  construction,  with  a  view  to  give  it  effect.  The 
mischief  designed  to  be  remedied  was  the  enactment  of  amendatory 
statutes  in  terms  so  blind  that  legislators  themselves  were  some- 
times deceived  in  regard  to  their  effect,  and  the  public,  from  the 
difficulty  of  making  the  necessary  examination  and  comparison, 
failed  to  become  apprised  of  the  changes  made  in  the  laws.  An 
amendatory  act  which  purported  only  to  insert  certain  words,  or  to 
substitute  one  phrase  for  another  in  an  act  or  section  which  was 
only  referred  to  but  not  re-published,  was  well  calculated  to  mislead 
the  careless  as  to  its  effect,  and  was,  perhaps,  sometimes  drawn  in  that 
form  for  that  express  purpose.  Endless  confusion  was  thus  intro- 
duced into  the  law,  and  the  constitution  wisely  prohibited  such 
legislation." 

This  provision  is  not  merely  a  rule  of  procedure  for  the  legisla- 
ture, but  renders  null  and  void  any  law  which  does  not  conform  to 
it.  It  is  binding  upon  all  branches  of  the  government.  Tuska-- 
loosa  Bridge  Co.  v.  Olmsteady  41  Ala.  9 ;  Smails  v.  White^  4  Neb. 
353 ;  Sovereign  v.  State^  7  Id.  409  ;  Walker  v.  Caldwellj  4  La. 
Ann.  297  ;  McGhee  v.  State,  2  Lea  (Tenn.)  622. 

It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  intention  to  amend  appears 
from  the  title  or  body  of  the  act ;  if  it  has  that  effect  it  is  within 
this  provision  :  Smails  v.  White,  ante.  In  Indiana  an  act  is  not 
within  the  constitution  unless  it  professes  to  amend  some  act  or 
section  of  an  existing  law:  Blakemore  v.  Dolan,  50  Ind.  194. 
This  is  the  general  rule.  See  People  v.  Mahaney,  13  Mich.  481 ; 
Lake  v.  Palmer,  18  Fla.  501 ;  Cooley's  Cons.  Lim.  *162,  note  3. 
Statutes  which  amend  or  repeal  by  implication  are  not  embraced: 
State  V.  Draper,  47  Mo.  29 ;  Oeisen  v.  Eeiderich,  104  111.  637 ; 
Fleischner  v-  Chadmck,  5  Ore.  152 ;  State  v.  Cain,  8  W.  Va. 
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720  ;  State  v.  Geiger,  65  Mo.  806;  Lehman  v.  McBride,  15  Ohio 
St.  573.  In  People  y.  Whipple,  47  Gal.  592,  it  is  determined  that 
it  is  competent  for  the  legislature,  in  creating  an  office,  to  define 
the  duties  of  the  incumbent  by  making  reference  to  another  and 
existing  statute,  and  to  provide  that  those  duties  shall  be  the  same 
as  required  by  the  act  so  ^referred  to.  In  consequence,  of  the  rule 
diat  repeals  by  implication  are  not  favored,  the  repugnance  between 
the  earlier  and  former  statutes  must  be  irreconcilable,  or  this  rule 
will  not  be  applied :  State  v.  Draper y  ante. 

A  complete  law  which  of  itself  covers  the  entire  subject  with  which 
it  deals  is  not  in  this  provision :  Jones  v.  Datii,  6  Neb.  33 ;  People 
y.  Wright,  70  111.  388 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Drewry,  15  Gratt.  1 ; 
Ex  parte  Pollard^  40  Ala.  77 ;  Davis  v.  State,  7  Md.  151 ;  Par- 
hiimn  v.  State,  14  Id.  184.  An  act  is  independent  when  it  embraces 
matter  not  previously  legislated  upon,  or  it  may  be  independent 
vhen  there  is  a  law  upon  the  subject,  and  the  act  does  not  attempt 
to  amend  such  law,  but  makes  a  new  enactment:  Blakemore 
y.  Dolan,  50  Ind.  194.  A  law  is  revised  or  amended  when  it  is  in 
whole  or  part  permitted  to  remain,  and  something  is  added  to  or 
taken  from  it,  or  it  is  in  some  way  changed  or  altered  to  make 
it  more  complete  or  perfect,  or  to  fit  it  the  better  to  accomplish  the 
object  or  purpose  for  which  it  was  made,  or  some  other  object  or 
purpose :  Falconer  v.  Robinson,  46  Ala.  340. 

If  a  section  or  part  of  a  law  is  obnoxious  to  this  provision,  the 
validity  of  the  other  parts  or  sections  is  not  thereby  affected,  if 
capable  of  separation:  Ex  parte  Pollard,  40  Ala.  77. 

The  later  cases  generally  hold  that  the  requirement  of  the  con- 
stitution is  complied  with  by  setting  out  at  length  the  act  or  section 
revised  or  amended  as  it  is  with  the  amendment  or  revision  embodied 
in  it :  People  v.  Pritchard,  21  Mich.  236 ;  Portland  v.  Stock,  2 
Ore.  69;  Lehman  v.  McBride,  15  Ohio  St.  573;  Van  Riper 
V.  Pmons;  ^0  N.  J.  L.  123;  Colwell  v.  Chamberlain,  43  Id. 
387;  People  v.  McCallum,  1  Neb.  182.  In  Louisiana  and  Indi- 
ana it  was  formerly  held  that  it  was  necessary  to  set  out  the  law  in 
fall  as  it  stood  before  amendment  or  revision  :  Langdon  v.  Apple- 
gote,  5  Ind.  327  ;  Wilkins  v.  Miller,  9' Id.  102  ;  Rogers  v.  State, 
6  Id.  31 ;  Kennon  v.  Shull,  9  Id.  154  ;  Armstrong  v.  Berreman, 
13  Id.  422.  These  cases  were  overruled  in  Greencastle,  etc,  Co. 
V.  State^  28  Id.  382,  which  has  been  adhered  to  ever  since.  The 
Louisiana  cases  ( Walker  v.  Caldwell,  4  La.  Ann.  297 ;  Heirs  of 
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Duverge  v.  Salter^  5  Id.  94),  which  were  the  basis  of  the  rule 
originally  established  in  Indiana,  appear  to  be  overruled  in  Amoutt 
T.  New  OrleanSj  11  La.  Ann.  54. 

Under  the  peculiar  phraseology  of  the  constitution  of  Missouri, 
where  an  entire  act  is  revised  or  re-enacted,  it  must  be  set  forth  and 
published  in  whole;  where  the  whole  act  is  amended  the  same 
course  must  be  pursued,  but  where  only  a  part  of  an  act  is  amended 
the  amendatory  part  only  need  be  set  out  and  published :  Mayor 
V.  Trigg,  46  Mo.  2^8. 

The  constitution  of  Tennessee  requires  that  "All  acts  which 
revive,  repeal  or  amend  former  laws  shall  recite,  in  their  caption 
or  otherwise,  the  title  or  substance  of  the  law  repealed,  revived  or 
amended."  This  applies  to  repeals  by  implication:  McQ-hee  v. 
State,  2  Lea  622.  It  does  not  require  a  recital  of  the  substance 
of  an  act  any  further  than  it  is  amended  or  repealed.  If  the  sub- 
stance of  that  part  of  the  act  which  is  to  be  amended  or  repealed 
is  recited,  it  is  su£5cient :  State  v.  OaineSy  1  Id.  734. 

The  constitution  of  New  York  provides  that  "  no  act  shall  be 
passed  which  shall  provide  that  any  existing  law,  or  any  part  there- 
of, shall  be  made  or  deemed  a  part  of  said  act,  or  which  shall  enact 
that  any  existing  law,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  applicable,  ex- 
cept by  inserting  it  in  such  act."  In  People  ex  ret  v.  Banks,  67 
N.  Y.  568,  it  is  remarked  that  "  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
avoid  a  conflict  with  this  article  of  the  constitution,  to  re-enact  gen- 
eral laws  whenever  it  is  necessary  to  resort  to  them  to  carry  into 
effect  a  special  statute.  Such  cases  are  not  within  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  constitution,  or  the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied. 
By  such  a  reference  the  general  statute  is  not  incorporated  into  or 
made  a  part  of  the  special  statute,  but  the  enforcement  of  the  right 
or  duty,  and  the  final  imposition  of  the  burden  are  directed  to  be  in 
the  form,  and  by  the  procedure  given  by  the  other  and  general  laws 
of  the  state."  In  WelU  v.  Buffalo,  14  Hun  438,  it  is  decided  that 
this  provision  does  not  contemplate  that  in  an  act  amending  a  prior 
one,  the  whole  of  the  latter  should  be  copied  into  it.  It  "  should 
only  be  applied  when  in  a  subsequent  statute  another  act  is  referred 
to,  not  to  amend  it,  but  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  the  new. 
In  other  words,  the  new  act  must,  by  its  express  terms,  provide  that 
an  existing  law  shall  be  made  or  deemed  a  part  of  it.  This  is  not 
done  when  the  new  act  merely  amends  the  former." 

Miscellaneous  Provisions. — The  constitution  of  Michigan  provides 
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that  "  no  new  bill  Bball  be  introduced  into  either  house  of  the  leg- 
islature after  the  first  fifty  days  of  a  session  shall  have  expired.*' 
In  Pack  y.  Barton^  47  Mich.  520,  within  the  prescribed  time  a  bill 
iras  offered  for  the  organization  of  the  township  of  Montmorency, 
and  after  the  expiration  of  that  time  it  was  so  changed  as  to  provide 
for  the  organization  of  a  county  with  that  name.  The  purpose  of 
each  proposition  was  practically  the  same — to  give  the  inhabitants  of 
the  territory  a  distinct  municipal  government.  There  was  nothing 
to  give  rise  to  any  inference  that  in  the  change  made  there  was  a 
purpose  to  evade  the  constitutional  command.  It  was  held  that 
the  act  was  not  invalid.  To  the  same  effect  is  Powell  v.  Jackson 
Common  Council^  51  Mich.  129. 

It  is  provided  by  the  constitution  of  Arkansas  that  no  bill  shall 
be  so  altered  or  amended  on  its  passage,  through  either  house, 
as  to  change  its  original  purpose."  An  amendment  which  limits 
or  extends  the  scope  of  the  bill,  but  embraces  no  new  matter  not 
germane  to  its  original  purpose,  is  not  within  this  provision :  Loftin 
V.  WaUm,  32  Ark.  414. 

The  Required  Vote, — Some  courts  distinguish  between  the  con- 
stitutional requirements  concerning  the  mode  of  enacting  laws  and 
the  authority  by  which  they  are  enacted,  and  will  take  notice  of  the 
journals  where  the  validity  of  the  law  is  challenged  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  receive  the  assent  of  the  legislature,  but  will  not  do  so 
where  a  disregard  of  the  prescribed  forms  of  legislation  is  relied 
upon  to  overturn  it :  Miller  v.  State^  5  Ohio  St.  275 ;  Fordyce  v. 
Godman^  20  Id.  1 ;  Kilgore  v.  Magee^  85  Penn.  St.  401,  are  in- 
stanced. In  the  last  case  the  court  observe  :  The  evidence  of  a 
law— its  actual  existence — we  may  inquire  into ;  for  before  we  are 
bound  by  it  we  must  be  satisfied  it  is  the  act  of  the  legislature,  how- 
ever informally  they  may  have  conducted  the  process  by  which 
they  have  made  it  a  law.  See  Southwark  Bank  v.  Commo7iwealthy 
26  Penn.  St.  446. 

Where  the  vote  on  the  passage  of  bills  is  not  required  to  be  taken 
by  yeas  and  nays  and  entered  on  the  journal,  the  presumption  aris- 
ing  from  the  signatures  of  the  presiding  officers  to  the  enrolled  act 
overcome  their  silence :  Williams  v.  iState^  6  Lea  (Tenn.)  549 ; 
In  re  RobertSj  5  Colo.  525 ;  State  v.  Mead,  71  Mo.  266  ;  Worthen 
V.  Sac^ett,  32  Ark.  496.    But  where  the  aye  and  nay  vote  is  re- 
quired to  be  entered  on  the  journal,  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that 
bill  received  a  constitutional  majority:  Post  v.  Supervisors,  105 
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U.  S.  677  ;  Hull  v.  MUler,  4  Neb.  805 ;  Supervisors  v.  Heenan,  2 
Minn.  330 ;  Green  v.  Graves^  1  Doug.  (Mich.)  861 ;  Spangler  v.  Jii- 
cobyy  14  111.  297  ;  People  v.  Stame,  35  Id.  121 ;  Ryan  v.  Lynch,  68 
Id,  160 ;  Fordyce  v.  Godman,  20  Ohio  St.  1 ;  Pe<>pZe  v.  DeWolf^ 
62  111.  263 ;  Opinion  of  Justices,  36  N.H.  679 ;  Railroad  Tax  Case^, 
13  Fed.  Rep.  722 ;  County  of  Santa  Clara  v.  Southern  Pacific  Rail- 
way Co.,  18  Id.  386 ;  State  v.  Francis,  26  Kans.  724  ;  Bond  Debt 
Oases,  12  S.  C.  200.  Where  the  journal  shows  that  a  bill  did  not  re- 
ceive the  required  two-thirds  vote  on  its  third  reading  in  the.hoose, 
but  that  it  did  upon  its  final  passage  by  that  body  after  it  was  returned 
from  the  other  body  with  slight  amendments,  it  shows  a  substantial 
compliance :  Bond  Debt  Cases,  ante.  Names  of  members  who 
vote  in  the  negative  must  appear  as  well  as  of  those  who  vote  in  the 
affirmative:  Smithee  v.  Garth,  33  Ark.  17.  A  bill  which  the 
journal  shows  to  have  been  indefinitely  postponed,  and  which  it 
does  not  show  was  ever  taken  up  again,  is  not  a  law :  Burr  v.  Ross^ 
19  Ark.  260. 

In  Steckert  v.  East  Saginaw,  22  Mich.  104,  the  charter  required 
that  the  vote  of  the  city  council  in  certain  cases  should  be  entered 
on  the  minutes.  It  was  held  not  to  be  complied  with  by  a  record 
which  showed  that  a  vote  was  adopted  unanimously  on  call,  the 
names  not  appearing. 

The  provision  of  the  constitution  of  New  York  requiring  the 
question  upon  the  final  passage  of  a  bill  to  be  taken  immediately 
upon  its  last  reading  and  the  yeas  and  nays  to  be  entered  on  the 
journal,  is  only  directory  to  the  legislature.  There  is  no  clause 
declaring  the  act  to  be  void  if  this  direction  be  not  followed :  People 
v.  Supervisors,  8  N.  Y.  317. 

Amendments  may  be  concurred  in  without  entry  of  yeas  and 
nays  in  journal:  Com.  v.  Higginbotham,  17  Kans.  62;  Haynes  v. 
Heller,  12  Id.  383 ;  Hull  v.  Miller,  4  Neb.  603. 

The  constitution  of  West  Virginia  provides  that  no  bill  shall  be 
passed  by  either  branch  without  an  affirmative  vote  of  the  majority 
of  the  members  elected  thereto.  The  senate  was  comprised  of 
twenty-two  members,  one  of  whom  had  resigned  his  seat  after  its 
organization.  An  act  which  received  eleven  votes  after  such  resig 
nation  was  held  valid :  Osbum  v.  Staley,  6  W.  Va.  85.  "  Two- 
thirds  of  the  members  of  each  branch  of  the  general  assembly," 
means  two- thirds  of  the  members  present,  a  quorum  voting:  Morton 
V.  ComptrolUr-Gen.,  4  S.  C.  430;  Bond  Debt  Cases,  12  Id.  200. 
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"Two-thirds  vote,"  as  these  words  are  used  in  the  constitution  of 
Minnesota,  means  a  vote  in  each  house  of  two-thirds  of  all  the 
members  thereof:  State  y.  Gouldy  31  Minn.  189. 

In  People  v.  Mahaney,  18  Mich.  481,  the  court  was  asked  to 
declare  an  act  unconstitutional  because  a  portion  of  those  who  voted 
for  it  were  not  legally  elected.  It  was  held  that  this  could  not  be 
done ;  that  while  the  court  was  bound  to  take  notice  of  legislative 
action  concerning  the  validity  of  statutes,  it  could  not  do  so  in 
regard  to  the  facts  attending  the  election  of  members,  even  though 
the  facts  are  to  be  found  in  the  journals;  that  an  act  cannot  be 
declared  void  because  a  portion  of  those  who  voted  for  it,  and  whose 
Totes  were  essential  to  its  passage,  were  not  legally  elected  and 
were  retained  in  their  seats  by  a  decision  opposed  to  the  con- 
stitution. 

The  house  of  representatives  of  Kansas  consisted  of  four  more 
persons  than  the  maximum  number  provided  for  by  the  con- 
stitution. An  act  was  passed  by  the  aid  of  the  votes  of  three  of 
the  four  persons  who  were  not  entitled  to  seats,  but  who  were 
admitted  by  the  action  of  the  house.  It  was  held  void :  State  v. 
Francis,  26  Kans.  724. 

Signatures  of  Presiding  Officers, — In  states  where  the  enrolled 
bill  is  conclusive  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  and  the 
signatures  of  the  presiding  officers  thereto  are  required  by  the  con- 
stitution, the  only  evidence  that  the  bill  has  passed  is  furnished 
thereby.  Their  signatures  are  absolutely  essential  to  the  existence 
of  the  law :  State  v.  Glenn,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  50 ;  Pacijie  Bail- 
road  Co.  v.  Governor,  23  Mo.  353 ;  JEvans  v.  Browne,  30  Ind. 
523 ;  Broadnax  v.  Groom,  64  N.  C.  244 ;  and  are  evidence  of 
its  passage  over  the  executive  veto  :  Pacific  Bailroad  Co.  v.  Gov- 
ernor^ ante.  It  is  intimated  in  Gaines  v.  Horrigan,  4  Lea  (Tenn.) 
608,  that  the  requirements  of  the  new  constitution  that  all  bills 
shall  be  signed  in  open  session  and  that  the  fact  of  signing  shall  be 
entered  on  the  journal,  is  intended  to  furnish  conclusive  evidence 
that  they  were  passed. 

The  constitution  of  Missouri  provides  that  no  bill  shall  become 
a  law  until  the  same  shall  have  been  signed  by  the  presiding  officer 
of  each  house  in  open  session."  This  requirement  is  mandatory : 
State  y.  Mead,  71  Mo.  266.  Other  provisions,  such  as  requiring 
him,  before  affixing  his  signature,  to  suspend  all  other  business, 
declare  that  such  bill  will  no.w  be  read,  and  that  the  fact  of  signing 
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shall  be  noted  on  the  journal,  are  merely  directory :  Ibid.  The 
same  rule,  as  to  the  fact  of  signing  being  noted  on  the  journals, 
is  held  in  Colorado :  In  re  RohtrU^  5  Colo.  525.  In  Nebraska 
it  is  provided  that  the  presiding  officer  of  each  house  shall  sign 
publicly,  in  the  presence  of  the  house  over  which  he  presides,  while 
the  same  is  in  session  and  capable  of  transacting  business,  all  bills 
and  joint  resolutions."  In  Cottrell  v.  State^  9  Neb.  125,  it  is  said 
that  the  signatures  are  merely  a  certificate  to  the  governor  that  tl  e 
bill  has  passed  the  requisite  number  of  readings  and  been  adopted 
by  the  constitutional  majority.  Where  the  journals  show  that  the 
hill  has  received  the  required  vote,  and  it  has  been  approved,  fail- 
ure of  the  presiding  officer  of  either  house  to  attach  his  signature 
will  not  invalidate  it.  This  is  the  rule  in  Kansas:  Commissioners 
v.  Higginbotham,  17  Kans.  62.  At  common  law  signatures  are  not 
necessary :  Speer  v.  Plank- Road  Co.,  22  Penn.  St.  376. 

The  constitution  of  Nevada  requires  the  signatures  of  the  presid- 
ing officers,  and  also  of  the  secretary  of  the  senate  and  clerk  of  the 
assembly.  The  signature  of  the  assistant  secretary  of  the  senate  is 
held  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  secretary's  signature.  State 
V.  Glenn,  1  West  Coast  Rep.  50.  No  little  stress  is  laid  on  the 
established  legislative  custom  and  the  dire  consequences  which 
would  result  from  establishing  the  contrary  doctrine. 

Under  a  statute  directing  the  presiding  officers,  when  a  bill 
requires  three-fifths  of  all  the  members  elected  to  be  present  at  its 
final  passage,  to  certify  such  fact,  and  making  the  certificate  pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  the  fact,  it  was  ruled  that  it  was  not  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  make  the  failure  of  its  officers  to  append  the 
proper  certificate,  defeat  the  provisions  of  the  constitution.  People 
v.  Supervisors,  8  N.  Y.  317.  The .  certificate  might  be  impeached 
if  it  certified  that  the  requisite  number  was  present  when  the  fact 
was  otherwise ;  and  if  the  certificate  was  not  given,  the  fact  that 
three-fifths  were  present  might  be  shown  from  the  journals  or  other 
proper  evidence.  Ibid.  In  People  v.  CommissionerSy  54  N.  Y. 
276,  it  is  ruled  that  laws  which  come  under  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision requiring  two-thirds  of  the  members  elected  to  vote  therefor, 
are  not  valid  if  it  does  not  appear  from  the  statute  book  or  the 
enrolled  act  that  they  received  the  required  number  of  votes.  In 
such  cases,  where  the  bill  is  only  certified  in  the  form  of  an  ordinary 
majority  bill,  it  is  at  least  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  did  not 
receive  a  two-thirds  vote.    People  v.  Purdy,  2  Hill  84. 
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Fa/ue  of  Journals  as  Evidence. — The  conflict  of  opinion  between 
tie  two  lines  of  authority  concerning  the  effect  to  be  given  to  legis- 
lative joamals  is  well  illustrated  by  the  language  of  Judge  Black  in 
9  Op.  Atty8.-Gen.  1,  and  the  rule  of  the  New  Hampshire  court 
in  the  opinion  of  the  justices,  52  N.  H.  622.  In  Thompson* s 
Cm,  Judge  Black  says  that,  to  make  all  legislation  ultimately 
depend  on  the  fidelity  with  which  a  journal-clerk  has  made  his  en- 
tries, is  to  render  the  law  as  uncertain  as  the  terms  of  a  horse-trade. 
The  New  Hampshire  court  say  that  the  journals  are  to  be  consid- 
ered and  treated  as  authentic  records  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
l^islatare,  and  that  the  prima  facie  evidence  arising  from  the  en- 
rolled act  is  overcome  by  their  showing  that  the  act  did  not  pass. 
See  35  N.  H.  579.  The  only  provision  in  the  constitution  of  New 
Hampshire  concerning  journals  is  that  the  journal  of  the  proceed- 
ings shall  be  printed  and  published  immediately  after  adjournment 
of  the  legislature.  The  rule  in  New  Hampshire  is  substantially  the 
same  as  that  in  Illinois :  Spangler  v.  Jaeobyj  14  111.  297  :  Prescott 
V.  fruitees,  19  Id.  824 ;  People  v.  Stames,  86  Id.  121 ;  Ryan  v. 
I^uh,  68  Id.  160 ;  MiUer  v.  Goodwin,  70  Id.  659.  To  the  same 
effect  is  Weild  v.  Kenfield,  54  Cal.  Ill ;  Pordyce  v.  Godman,  20 
Ohio  St.  1 ;  Brady  v.  West,  50  Miss.  78. 

The  silence  of  the  journals  is  conclusive  only  in  those  matters 
where  the  constitution  requires  them  to  show  the  action  taken : 
Chieot  County  v.  Dames,  40  Ark.  206.  If  the  facts  which  the 
constitution  requires  the  journal  to  set  forth  do  not  appear  the  con- 
clusion is  that  they  did  not  transpire:  Spangler  v.  Jacohy^  ante. 
Silence  concerning  compliance  with  constitutional  requirements 
supports  the  presumption  of  correct  action  :  In  re  Roberts,  5  Colo. 
525;  State  v.  Mead,  71  Mo.  266  ;  Miller  v  State,  5  Ohio  St.  275 ; 
Worthm  V.  Badgett,  33  Ark.  496.  See  Walker  v.  Ghriffith,  60 
Ala.  361 ;  Harrison  v.  G-ordy,  57  Id.  49. 

The  recital  of  the  journal  are  verities.  The  house  keeping  it 
is  the  only  tribunal  by  which  it  can  be  corrected:  McCulloch  v. 
'Stefe,  11  Ind.  424.  Obvious  clerical  errors  in  the  journal  will  be 
disregarded :  Bound  v.  Railroad  Co.,  45  Wis.  548  ;  Williams  v. 
^^^t  6  Lea  (Tenn.)  549.  Journals  may  be  corrected  at  any  ses- 
sion of  the  same  legislature :  Farley  v.  County  of  Logan,  17  111. 
^^1*  If  there  is  a  discrepancy  between  the  printed  and  the  manu- 
script journals  the  latter  will  prevail :  County  of  Santa  Clara  v. 
iiouthern  Pacific  Railway  Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep.  285;  Chicot  County 
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V.  Daviesy  40  Ark.  200  The  requirement  to  keep  a  journal  does 
not  make  it  necessary  that  it  should  be  signed,  or  that  the  accuracy 
of  the  copy  thereof  be  certified  to:  Miller  v.  Goodman^  70 
111.  659.  J.  R.  Berkyman. 

MadisoD,  Wis. 


RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

Qu,een*$  Bench  Divwion. 
HAINES  V.  GUTHRIE. 

In  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  the  defendant  pleaded 
infancy.  He  sought  to  prove  the  plea  by  a  statement  contained  in  an  affidavit  made 
in  a  chancery  suit,  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party,  by  the  defendant's  fatnor, 
since  deceased. 

Eeld^  that  there  being  no  question  of  pedigree  in  the  case,  the  evidence  was  not 
admissible. 

Appeal  of  the  defendant  from  the  judgment  of  Stephen  and 
Mathew,  J  J. 

In  an  action  for  731Z.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  purchase  he  was  an  iniknt 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  that  the  things  were  not 
necessaries.  The  trial  before  Grove,  J.,  and  a  special  jury  resulted 
in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiflf  for  4Z.  16«.,  for  things  which  were  found 
to  be  necessaries.  The  plaintiiT  applied  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  the  improper  reception  of  evidence  in  favor  of  the 
defendant. 

The  evidence  in  question  was  admitted  in  support  of  the  plea  of 
infancy,  and  consisted  of  a  statement  as  to  the  date  of  the  defend- 
ant's birth,  contained  in  an  affidavit  made  in  a  chancery  suit,  to 
which  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party,  by  the  defendant's  father,  who 
had  since  died. 

Stephen  and  Mathew,  JJ.,  having  ordered  a  new  trial, 

The  defendant  appealed. 

Willis,  Q.  C,  and  L,  Glyn,  for  the  defendant. 

Lumley  Smith,  Q.  C,  and  JT.  2>.  Oreene,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Brett,  M.  R. — In  this  case  the  action  was  for  the  price  of  cer- 
tain goods  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  the  sale  must 
have  been  either  for  an  agreed  price  or  for  a  reasonable  price.  The 
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defence  is  that  at  the  time  when  the  bargain  was  made,  Bupposing 
it  was  for  an  agreed  price,  it  was  not  binding,  because  at  that  time 
the  defendant  was  nnder  twenty-one  years  of  age.    We  have  to 
consider  what  is  the  rule  of  evidence  which  may  be  applicable 
to  this  and  to  many  other  cases.    The  evidence  which  was  said  to 
have  been  admissible  was  a  declaration  in  an  affidavit  by  the  defend- 
flit's  father,  who  had  since  died,  as  to  the  date  of  the  defendant's 
^ifth,  and,  if  it  were  admissible,  it  would  be  very  strong  evidence 
^0  show  that  when  the  defendant  made  this  bargain  he  was  under 
twenty-one  years  of  age.    Then  arises  the  question  whether  in  such 
a  suit  as  this,  upon  such  a  dispute  as  this,  with  regard  to  such  an 
issue  as  this,  that  evidence  was  admissible.    It  is  obvious  that  the 
question  of  what  family  the  defendant  belonged  to  is  wholly  imma- 
terial, as  also  is  the  question  of  whose  son  he  was.    The  question 
whether  he  was  a  legitimate  or  natural  son,  or  an  elder  or  younger 
SOD,  is  also  wholly  immaterial.    There  is  no  question  of  family  in 
the  matter.    The  question  is  of  the  time  when  he  was  born,  and 
that  has  nothing  to  do  with  any  family  question  which  can  be  sug- 
gested. Then  arises  this  problem :  Can  this  evidence,  with  regard 
to  such  a  question  so  stated,  be  received  in  evidence  against  the 
present  plaintiff?    It  cannot  be,  of  course,  unless  there  is  some 
rule  of  law  by  which  a  mere  declaration  upon  such  a  question  so 
stated  is  evidence  against  all  the  world.    It  cannot  be  doubted  that 
^is  is  what  is  called  hearsay  evidence,  which,  as  a  general  rule,  is 
Qoc  admissible.    Therefore  the  case  must  be  brought  within  the 
recognised  exceptions  to  that  rule.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  case 
cannot  be  argued  merely  upon  principle.    The  law  of  evidence  in 
^'^gland  has  been  determined  by  the  authority  of  successive  deci- 
^'ons  of  the  courts.    It  is  a  branch  of  law  which  depends  entirely 
^Pon  the  authority  of  the  courts ;  therefore  we  must  look  to  the 
^^cisions  to  see  whether  this  exception  to  the  acknowledged  rule 
ewer  been  admitted.    There  are  many  well-known  exceptions 
^hich  it  would  be  difficult  to  make  out  for  the  first  time  to  be 
"Sbtly  admitted.    Nay,  there  are  great  authorities  who  think  that 
Original  rule  is  bad  for  the  purpose  of  arriving  at  the  truth, 
it  is  no  part  of  the  province  of  the  court  to  consider  whether 
that  nile  is  good  or  bad,  or  to  enunciate  a  new  principle  with  regard 
^  those  exceptions ;  we  must  see  what  are  the  recognised  excep- 

^ow,  we  have  a  recent  declaration  of  what  the  exceptions  are  by 
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Lord  Blackburn,  who  enamerates  them  in  Sturla  v.  Freccia^ 
5  Appeal  Oases,  at  page  640.  He  says:  *'It  is  not  disputed 
that  the  general  rule  of  English  law  is  that  hearsay  evidence 
is  not  receivable ;  one  reason  probably  is  the  want  of  the  safeguards 
of  crosa-examination ;  however,  undoubtedly,  the  law  is  that,  as 
a  general  rule,  hearsay  evidence  is  not  admissible.  But  to  that  a 
great  many  exceptions  have  been  introduced.  I  do  toot  see  that 
if  we  were  but  beginning  to  make  the  law  we  should  be  able  to  say 
exactly  why  so  much  should  be  admitted  and  no  more ;  probably 
it  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  in  all  cases ;  but  the  exceptions 
hfive  been  established  and  exist,  and  we  have  to  see  whether  this 
case  cornea  within  any  one  of  those.  Now,  the  first  and  one  of 
the  most  important  exceptions  is  briefly  expressed  in  a  dictum  in 
Bigham  v.  Ridgway^  10  E.  109,  that  documents  on  the  face 
of  them  appearing  to  be  against  the  interest  of  a  deceased  person 
who  stated  the  matter  are  evidence.  I  need  not  enter  into  the 
qualifications  of  that  further  than  to  point  out  that  in  no  point  of 
view  can  this  Giunta  di  Marina  who  made  this  statement  (and  who 
presumably  are  all  dead  by  this  time)  be  said  to  have  been  making 
statements  against  their  own  pecuniary  interests.  Then  there  is  a 
second  class  of  cases,  of  which  Price  v.  Lord  Torringtony  1  Salk. 
285,  may  be  mentioned  as  being  the  earliest,  establishing  that 
where  a  deceased  person  in  the  course  of  his  duty  makes  a  contem- 
poraneous entry  of  an  act  which  he  has  done,  and  returns  that  in 
the  course  of  his  business,  then  after  his  death  it  would  be  received 
as  evidence.  That  class  of  cases  is  also  well  established.  There, 
again,  I  do  not  go  into  the  qualifications,  or  express  any  opinion 
upon  the  different  matters  introduced,  further  than  to  point  out  that 
in  no  sense  can  it  be  said  that  the  Chiunta  di  Marina  was  making 
any  Btatement  in  the  course  of  business  contemporaneous  with  the 
fact,  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  it  falls  within  that  principle. 
Then  comes  another  large  class  of  cases,  where,  from  the  nature  of 
the  thing,  evidence  of  reputation  from  deceased  persons  is  admis- 
sible; where  it  is  a  public  right,  or  a  quasi  public  right,  evidence 
of  reptjttation  is  admissible  if  you  prove  that  the  deceased  person 
was  of  the  class  who  would  know  it  and  had  stated  it.  Upon  that, 
again,  I  merely  say  that  the  question  we  are  now  inquiring  into — 
viz.,  the  history  of  a  private  individual — is  not  a  matter  in  which, 
in  any  sense,  reputation  generally  can  be  received.  Then  there  is 
another  cla^s  of  cases  which  comes  nearer  to  it.    It  has  been  estab- 
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lislied  for  a  long  while  that,  in  questions  of  pedigree — I  suppose 
QpoD  the  ground  that  they  were  matters  relating  to  a  time  long 
past,  and  that  it  was  really  necessary  to  relax  the  strict  rules  of 
e?idenc6  there  for  the  purpose  of  doing  justice — but,  for  whatever 
reason,  the  statement  of  deceased  members  of  the  family  made  ante 
Utem  mtamj  before  there  was  anything  to  throw  doubt  upon  them, 
are  evidence  to  prove  pedigree,  and  such  statements  by  deceased 
members  of  the  fiunily  may  be  proved,  not  only  by  showing  that 
they  actually  made  the  statements,  but  by  showing  that  they  acted 
opon  them,  or  assented  to  them,  or  did  anything  that  amounted  to 
showing  that  they  recognised  them.  If  any  member  of  the  family, 
u  a  person  who  presumably  would  know  all  about  the  family,  had 
stated  such  and  such  a  pedigree,  that  evidence  would  be  receivable, 
Its  weight  depending  upon  other  circumstances." 

I  take  it  that  Lord  Blackburn  intended  to  make  an  exhaustive 
enuDQeration  of  the  exceptions ;  therefore  the  exception  which  is 
applicable  here  is,  where  there  is  a  question  of  pedigree  to  prove 
▼hich  the  evidence  is  given.    If  that  is  true,  and  it  is  true,  as  I 
iiave  stated,  that  there  is  no  question  of  family  at  all  in  this  matter, 
kow  can  any  one  say  that  this  evidence  was  given  in  a  question  of 
P^igree  to  prove  pedigree  ?   The  case  is  not  brought  within  the 
exceptions ;  therefore  it  would  be  wrong  to  try  and  explain  all  the 
cited.    There  is  not  a  decision,  but  a  strong  opinion  of  Pat- 
^BSON,  J.,  in  Figg  v.  Wedderbum,  11  L.  J.  Q.  B.  45,  that,  in  such 
^  <^&8e,  the  question  is  not  one  of  pedigree,  and  therefore  the 
evidence  is  not  admissible.    So  also,  in  Plant  v.  TayloVy  7  H. 
'  N.  227,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  says  that,  in  an  action  for  the  price  of 
S^da  sold  and  delivered,  the  declarations  of  deceased  persons  are 
^^t  admissible  to  prove  that  the  defendant  is  an  infant,  though  it 
*®  different  where  the  question  is  one  of  pedigree.    For  the  reasons 
I  have  given,  I  take  it  this  is  not  a  question  of  pedigree  within 
meaning  of  that  word  as  used  by  the  judges  when  they  estab- 
lished the  exceptions.    Therefore  the  case  is  not  within  any  excep- 
^^ou  to  the  rule  against  the  admissibility  of  hearsay  evidence.  On 
^hat  ground  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  not  admissi- 
^1^9  and,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  Divisional  Court  was 
^Sht,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

^OWBK,  L.  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  only  add  a  word 
^  order  to  emphasize  the  exact  point  which  this  case  decides — viz. 
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that,  in  such  a  suit  as  this,  upon  such  an  issue  as  this,  the  declara- 
tion of  a  deceased  person  is  not  admissible  to  prove  infancy,  the 
question  not  being  as  to  any  family  at  all,  but  as  to  the  age  of  the 
particular  defendant. 

Fry,  L.  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  law  laid 
down  by  Ld.  Blackburn  in  the  House  of  Lords  was  exactly  that  laid 
down  a  hundred  years  ago  in  M.  v.  Inhab,  of  JEhiswellj  3  T.  R.  707, 
by  Ld.  Kenyon,  who  said :  I  admit  that  declarations  of  the 
members  of  a  family,  and  perhaps  of  others  living  in  habits  of  inti- 
macy with  them,  are  received  in  evidence  as  to  pedigrees ;  but 
evidence  of  what  a  mere  stranger  has  said  has  ever  been  rejected  in 
such  cases.  That,  however,  has  been  always  understood  to  be  an 
excepted  case  and  to  stand  on  reasons  peculiar  to  itself,  which  I  need 
not  take  up  time  by  stating.*'  Therefore  he  states  that  the  exception 
is  confined  to  questions  of  pedigree.  The  question  here  is  simply 
whether  the  defendant  had  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  father  or  mother  of  the  defendant  is  wholly  immate- 
rial ;  therefore,  there  is  no  question  of  pedigree  in  this  case.  I  am 
therefore  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  dismissed 


The  burden  of  proving  the  fact  of 
infancy  is  on  the  defendant  who  sets  it 
np,  being  one  of  those  facts  pecaliarly 
within  his  knowledge  :  Borthwick  r.  Car- 
nUhers,  1  T.  R.  648  ;  Stewart  v.  Ashley, 
34  Mich.  183;  JeuneY.  Ward,  2  Stark. 
330;  Bay  v.  Gunn,  1  Denio  108; 
Hartley  Y.  Wharton,  11  Ad.  &  El.  934. 
'And  ordinarily  it  should  be  proved,  like 
any  other  fact,  by  competent  evidence ; 
and  proof  ''by  inspection'*  has  been 
thought  not  to  be  a  part  of  our  law : 
Met.  on  Cont.,  p.  44.  Still,  if  the  defend- 
ant offers  himself  as  a  witness,  the  jury 
may  take  into  consideration  his  appear- 
ance, as  that  may  furnish  satisfactory 
evidence  that  he  was  or  was  not  of  age, 
at  some  particular  time ;  though  not  es- 
tablishing the  exact  date  of  his  birth: 
Commonwealth  v.  Emmons^  98  Mass.  8. 
And  a  person  himself  may  testify  to  his 
own  age:  Hill  v.  Eldridge,  126  Maj^s.  234; 
Cheever  v.  Congdon,  34  Mich.  296  ;  State 


V.  Cain,  9  W.  Virg.  568.  So,  of  course, 
may  his  relatives  who  have  known  bim 
personally  from  his  infancy  :  Kellogg  v. 
Kimball,  126  Mass.  163. 

Entries  of  a  baptism  on  a  baptismal 
register,  made  in  the  course  of  official 
duty,  though  not  direct  evidence  of  the 
date  of  a  person's  birth  stated  therein, 
may  still  be  used  to  prove  the  date  of  bap- 
tism, as  well  as  the  fact,  and  with  evi- 
dence aliunde  of  the  person's  age  at  his 
baptism,  may  indirectly  aid  in  establishing 
the  date  of  his  birth  :  Vnaiaker  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin^  115  Mass.  168.  And  that 
such  entry  is  proof  of  the  date  of  baptism 
as  weU  as  the  fact,  see  the  interesting 
opinion  of  Grat,  J.,  in  Kennedy  v. 
Doyle,  10  Allen  161. 

As  to  the  precise  point  involved  in  the 
principal  case,  the  American  text- writers 
seem  to  confine  the  admissibility  of  such 
evidence  to  cases  where  the  issue  on  trial 
involves  some  question  of  pedigree  or  re 
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latioDsIup.  Thns,  Dr.  Wharton,  in  1 
Wh.  Et.,  p.  208,  says  :  **  Pedigree,  if 
ve  are  to  understand  it  as  co-extensive 
with  the  facts  to  prove  which  evidence  of 
the  class  before  as  is  admissible,  includes 
not  merelv  the  relationships  of  families, 
bat  the  dates  of  the  births,  deaths  and  mar- 
riages of  its  members,  when  the  object  of 
pieh  evidence  is  to  trace  relalioMhip.  For 
tku  pnrpow  the  declarations  of  deceased 
rdatiTes  are  admissible." 

Prof.  Greenleaf  nses  similar  language  ; 
thtis :  The  term  pedigree,  however,  em- 
braces not  only  descent  and  relationship, 
hot  also  the  facts  of  birth,  marriage,  and 
death,  and  the  times  when  these  events 
happened.  These  facts  therefore  may  be 
proved  in  the  manner  above  mentioned, 
in  all  cases  where  they  occur  incidentally, 
»nd  in  rdation  to  pedigree:^*  1  Greenl. 

i  104.  And  this  rule  has  been  fre- 
quently followed  in  America  to  prove  the 
time  of  a  birth  or  death,  when  that  fact 
i«  inddentally  involved  in    a  ques- 


tion of  pedigree  or  relationship.  See 
Am,  Life  Ins,  Co.  v.  Roeetiagle,  77  Penn. 
St.  516  ;  MorriU  v.  Foster,  38  N.  H. 
886. 

On  the  other  hand  such  evidence,  viz., 
declarations  of  deceased  relatives,  seems 
to  have  been  sometimes  admitted,  where 
no  question  of  pedigree  or  relationship 
was  at  all  involved,  but  only  the  age  or 
birth  of  a  particular  person  ;  as  when  a 
defendant  is  sued  on  contract,  and  pleads 
his  infancy  in  defence,  he  has  been  al- 
lowed (contrary  to  our  principal  case) 
to  prove  such  fact  by  the  declarations  of 
parents  then  deceased.  See  Watson  v. 
Brewster,  1  Penn.  St.  868  ;  Clements  v. 
Hunt,  1  Jones  (Law)  400.  But  the  better 
opinion  seems  to  be  that  as  such  evidence 
is  exceptional,  it  should  be  confined  to 
narrow  limits,  and  admitted  only  as  a 
part  of  the  evidence  of  pedigree,  or  rela- 
tionship, and  when  that  fact  is  a  material 
inquiry.       Edmukd  H.  Bbkitett. 

Boston. 


RECENT  CANADIAN  DECISIONS. 

Queen* 8  Bench  of  Manitoba. 

McCaffrey  v,  the  Canadian  pacific  railway  co. 

•A  railway  company  is  liable  for  the  loss  of  a  passenger's  ordinary  travelling  bag- 
but  not  for  such  articles  as  window  curtains,  blankets,  cutlery,  books,  oma- 
fflenti,       gyg^  when  these  are  packed  with  the  baggage  for  which  they  are  liable. 

goods  remain  at  the  station  at  which  a  passenger  alights,  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  railway  company  has  charged,  or  is  entitled  to  charge,  for  storage, 
^  company  is  not  liable  as  warehousemen. 

^3xs  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  nonsuit  and  grant  a  new  triaL 
facts  are  fully  cited  in  the  opinion. 

^'  S.     Mumon,  for  plaintiff. 

-4.  M,  Atkins,  for  defendants. 

T^e  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
'f^YiOR,  J, — In  the  month  of  April  1882,  plaintiff's  wife  pur- 
cliased  from  the  agent  of  the  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  in 
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the  city  of  Toronto,  tickets  for  the  conveyance  of  herself  and  chil- 
dren, from  Toronto  to  Winnipeg,  over  certain  lines  of  railway  in- 
cluding that  of  the  defendants.  At  the  time  of  purchasing  the 
tickets,  she  had  her  baggage  checked,  in  the  usual  way,  through 
from  Toronto  to  Winnipeg.  She  reached  Winnipeg  on  the  24th 
of  April,  and  on  the  following  day,  she  and  the  plaintiff  went  to 
the  railway  station  to  get  her  baggage,  and  there  saw  the  trunk, 
the  loss  of  which  is  the  subject  of  this  action.  Her  other  trunks 
had  not  at  this  time  arrived,  and  acting,,  as  she  says,  on  the  advice 
of  some  person  at  the  station,  she  did  pot  take  it  away,  but  left  it 
to  await  the  arrival  of  the  others.  A  day  or  two  after,  the  other 
trunks  arrived,  and  were  taken  away  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife. 
The  trunk  which  had  first  arrived,  had  however,  in  the  meantime « 
disappeared  and  has  never  been  received  by  the  owner.  For  the 
loss  of  it,  the  present  action  is  brought. 

The  declaration  as  originally  framed  had  four  counts.  The  first 
against  the  defendants  as  common  carriers  of  goods  for  hire,  alleg- 
ing a  contract  to  carry  certain  goods,  and  charging  a  breach  of  the 
contract.  The  second  is  in  tort,  charging  that  the  goods  were  lost 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants  while  in  their  possession,  afl 
common  carriers.  The  third  is  against  the  defendants  as  ware- 
housemen and  bailees.  The  fourth  is  in  trover.  Before  the  trial, 
a  fifth  count  was  added  under  an  order  obtained  from  the  Chief 
Justice,  for  the  loss  of  the  baggage  of  the  plaintiff s  wife,  a  passen- 
ger on  the  defendant's  railway. 

The  defendants  pleaded  a  number  of  pleas,  those  to  the  fourth 
count  being,  not  guilty,  and  that  the  goods  in  question  were  not 
the  goods  of  the  plaintiff. 

To  the  added  count  the  defendants  pleaded — first,  non  assumpsit; 
second,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  cause  his  wife  to  become  and  be  a 
passenger  with  her  luggage  as  alleged ;  third,  that  they  are  not 
carriers  of  passengers  and  their  luggage  as  alleged ;  fourth,  that 
the  luggage  was  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  wife  as 
alleged  ;  fifth,  that  they  did  safely  and  securely  carry  the  said  lug- 
gage ;  sixth,  that  so  far  as  the  added  ceunt  relates  to  the  following 
goods,  setting  them  out  in  detail,  the  plaintiffs  wife  as  such  pas- 
senger caused  to  be  transferred  to  the  defendants'  line  of  railway, 
the  articles  herein  before  mentioned  as  part  of  her  personal  luggage, 
to  be  carried  as  such  luggage,  and  did  not  give  notice  to  the  defend- 
ants that  her  luggage  comprised  such  articles  as^the  articles  herein- 
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before  mentioned,  and  which  was  traneferred  to  them  as  her 
personal  luggage,  that  the  same  were  not  personal  luggage,  but 
freight  or  extra  luggage,  and  should  have  been  paid  for  as  such  by 
the  plaintiff's  wife,  and  the  defendants  would  not  haye  received 
them  as  personal  luggage,  if  they  had  known  what  the  articles  were, 
and  that  the  same  were  while  on  the  said  passenger  train  or  at  the 
railway  station  lost  or  stolen and  for  a  seventh  plea,  that  the 
luggage  was  taken  to  be  carried  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  contract 
made  with  another  railway  company. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  a  nonsuit  was  entered.  The  plaintiff 
afterwards  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendants  to  show  cause 
why  the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had,  and 
the  two  questions  now  to  be  decided  in  disposing  of  that  rule  are, 
whether  the  contents  of  the  trunk  sued  for  were,  or  were  not  per-  « 
sonal  luggage,  and  whether  the  defendants  are,  or  are  not  liable  as 
warehousemen. 

The  contents  of  the  trunk  as  given  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff^s 
wife  consisted  principally  of  household  furnishings,  intended  for 
the  use  of  the  family  when  settled  in  Winnipeg.  Among  them 
were  window  curtains,  blankets,  sheets,  counterpanes,  feather  pil- 
lows, pillow-slips,  cutlery,  books,  pictures,  parlor  ornaments,  stere- 
opticon  and  views.  There  were  also  two  silk  dresses,  petticoats, 
childrens'  clothing,  two  suits  of  gentlemen's  clothing,  and  an  opera 
glass. 

In  England,  it  seems  now  well  settled  that  the  personal  luggage 
which  a  passenger  is  entitled  to  have  carried  with  him,  in  right  of 
his  having  purchased  a  ticket  for  his  own  conveyance,  is  limited  to 
such  clothing  and  such  articles  as  a  traveller  usually  carries  with 
him,  for  his  personal  convenience.  Great  Northern  Railway  Co, 
V.  Shepherd^  8  Ex.  38 :  or,  as  it  is  expressed  in  Story  on  Bail- 
ments, sec.  499,  such  articles  of  necessity  or  personal  conven- 
ience, as  are  usually  carried  by  passengers  for  their  personal  use." 
See  also  Hudston  v.  Midland  Railway  Co,,  L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  871. 

The  question  was  fully  considered  in  the  case  of  Macrowv,  Great 
Wettem  Railway  Co.,  L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  612,  where  the  plaintiff 
having  left  Canada  to  settle  in  England,  sued  the  defendants  for  a 
trunk  containing  sheets,  blankets  and  quilts,  lost  while  he  was 
travelling  with  it  between  Liverpool  and  London,  and  the  court 
held,  that  the  article  being  intended  for  the  use  of  the  plaintifi^s 
boosehold  when  permanently  settled,  could  not  be  considered  as 
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personal  or  ordinary  passenger's  luggage,  and  therefore  the  com- 
pany were  not  liable.  Numerous  other  English  cases  to  the  same 
effect  might  be  cited,  specially  CahiU  v.  London  ^  N.  W.  Railway 
Co.,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  818. 

The  courts  in  Ontario  have  followed  the  English  authorities  on 
this  subject.  Reference  may  be  made  to  Shaw  v.  Grand  Trunk 
Railway  Co,,  7  U.  C.  0.  P.  493.  Bruty  v.  Grand  Trunk  Rail- 
way Co,,  32  U.  C.  Q.  B.  66  and  Lee  v.  Grand  Trunk  Railway 
Co.,  Id.  850. 

In  the  United  States  a  different  rule  seems  at  one  time  to  have 
prevailed,  on  the  ground,  that  the  length  of  the  journey  and  the 
requirements  of  travelling  would  make  articles  luggage  in  that 
country,  which  would  not  be  considered  such  in  England. 

Thus  in  Ouimit  v.  ffemhaw,  36  Vt.  605,  a  bed,  pillows,  bedding 
and  bed-quilts,  carried  by  a  man  travelling  from  Canada  to  the 
United  States,  were  held  to  be  personal  baggage. 

More  recently,  however,  the  American  decisions  are  in  accordance 
with  those  in  England.  Thus  baggage  was  held  not  to  include  a 
trunk,  containing  valuable  merchandise.  Pardee  v.  Drew,  52 
Wend.  459  ;  nor  samples  of  merchandise  carried  to  enable  the 
passenger  to  make  bargains :  Eawkins  v.  Hoffman,  6  Hill  586. 
So  silverware  carried  in  the  trunk  of  a  passenger  has  been  held 
not  personal  luggage:  Belly.  Drew,  4  E.  D.  Smith  50;  and  so  a 
dozen  silver  teaspoons,  a  Colt's  revolver,  or  surgical  instruments, 
except  the  passenger  be  connected  with  the  medical  profession,  are 
not :  GileB  v.  Fauntleroy,  18  Md.  126.  The  conclusion  to  be 
drawn  from  the  American  decisions  is  given  in  a  note  in  2  Red- 
field's  Am.  Ry.  Cases  188,  in  which  the  question  of  what  particular 
articles  may,  or  may  not,  bo  carried  by  a  passenger  as  luggage,  is 
considered,  and  it  is  there  said  the  very  word  "  baggage"  or  '*  lug- 
gage'* as  applied  to  the  traveller,  jmplies  that  it  is  something  which 
he  "bags  up"  or  "lugs  along"  with  him,  for  his  daily  comfort  and 
convenience  on  his  journey. 

Following  then  what  seems  now  to  be  the  uniform  line  of  decis- 
ions in  England,  the  United  States,  and  Ontario,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  greater  part  of  the  articles  contained  in  the  trunk  in 
question  did  not  come  within  the  class  of  personal  luggage,  which  a 
passenger  is  entitled  to  have  carried  along  with  him,  in  virtue  of 
his  having  purchased  a  ticket  for  his  conveyance,  and  the  loss 
of  which  will  render  the  carrier  liable.    No  attempt  was  made  to 
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show  on  the  evidence  here,  as  was  attempted  in  OahiU  v.  London  ^ 
K  W.  Ry.  Co.,  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  154  ;  13  Id.  818,  and  in  Lee  v. 
Grand  Trunk  By.  Co.,  86  U.  C.  Q.  B.  850,  that  the  company's 
senrants  knew,  or  from  the  appearance  of  the  trunk  must  be 
assumed  to  have  known  that  its  contents  were  not  ordinary  personal 
luggage. 

Although  the  greater  part  of  the  contents  of  this  trunk  could 
not  come  within  the  class  of  personal  luggage,  some  of  them  did 
so.  The  silk  dresses,  petticoats,  and  children's  clothing  may  fairly 
be  held  to  do  so,  and  perhaps  the  opera  glass.  The  two  suits  of 
gentlemen's  clothing  do  not,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
for  the  trunk  was  being  carried  along  with  the  plaintiff's  wife. 
Women's  dresses  carried  in  a  man's  trunk,  have  been  held  clearly 
not  to  be  personal  luggage,  for  which  the  carrier  would  be  respon- 
sible: Mm.  P.  By.  v.  Kennedy,  41  Miss.  671. 

The  fact  that  articles  which  may  fairly  be  considered  personal 
luggage  are  packed,  and  carried  with  others  of  a  different  character, 
does  not  relieve  the  carrier  from  liability  for  the  value  of  the  articles, 
which  are  personal  luggage.  It  was  so  held  in  Bruty  v.  Grand 
Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  32  U.  C.  Q.  B.  66,  and  in  Great  N.  By.  Co.  v. 
Shepherd,  8  Ex.  30. 

As  to  the  count  charging  the  defendants  with  liability  for  this 
trunk,  as  warehousemen,  we  think  they  are  not  liable. 

The  case  mainly  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  their 
liability  was  Mitchell  v«  Lancashire  ^  Yorkshire  By*  Co.,  L.  R., 
10  Q.  B.  256.  The  plaintiffs  counsel,  on  the  argument,  referred 
to  that  case  as  one  in  which  Blackburn,  J.,  held  that  if  the  defend- 
ants could  charge  storage,  then  they  were  bailees  for  him  and  liable. 
He  further  contended  that  in  the  present  case,  the  defendants 
charged  storage  upon  the  other  pieces  of  luggage  brought  by  the 
plaintiff's  wife,  so  that  they  clearly  came  within  that  case.  A 
reference  to  the  case,  however,  shows  that  the  language  used  by  the 
learned  judge  was,  *'  I  think  in  this  case  the  railway  company,  in 
holding  these  goods,  could  have  charged  warehouse  rent,  and  that 
being  so,  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  prima  facie  there  was 
a  liability  as  bailees  for  reward." 

In  that  case  a  quantity  of  flax  having  been  consigned  to  the 
plaintiff  at  one  of  the  company's  stations,  a  notice  was  sent  him 
OB  its  arrival,  requiring  him  to  remove  it,  and  stating  that  the 
defendants  held  it,  not  as  common  carriers,  but  as  warehousemen, 
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and  subject  to  the  usual  warehouse  charges.  The  company  clearl; 
put  themselves  in  the  position  of  warehousemen,  and  gave  th 
plaintiff  notice  that  they  intended  charging  as  such  for  the  storag 
of  the  flax.  Then  there  was  undoubted  evidence  of  such  negli 
gence  on  their  part  as  would  render  warehousemen  liable.  Th 
contention  of  the  company  on  certain  words  in  their  notice,  that  th 
goods  were  at  owner's  sole  risk,"  amounted,  Blackburn,  J. 
said,  to  this,  we  are  to  be  paid  warehouse  rent,  and  keep  then 
as  warehousemen,  but  we  are  not  to  be  bound  to  take  any  care  of 
them  at  all." 

In  fact,  the  sole  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  under  th( 
notice  as  worded  the  company  had  any  liability  at  all  or  not. 

In  the  present  case  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  defendants 
charged  or  were  entitled  to  charge  any  storage  or  warehouse  rent 
for  this  trunk.  As  to  the  payment  made  on  the  other  trunks,  the 
only  evidence  is  that  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  all  he  said  was, 
in  answer  to  a  question,  "  Did  you  have  to  pay  anything  on  thai 
baggage?"  "Yes,  I  paid  something  like  $3.00  for  extra  baggage 
and  storage."  Now  the  plaintiff's  wife  travelled  with  herself  and 
six  children  on  two  tickets  and  a  half  one,  and  she  had  with  bei 
five  trunks  for  which  quantity  a  charge  for  extra  luggage  might 
well  be  made.  We  think  before  the  defendants  can  be  made  liable 
as  warehousemen,  there  should  have  been  clearer  evidence  that 
storage  was  charged  by  them  on  luggage  or  that  they  are  entitled 
to  make  such  a  charge.  Besides  there  is  no  evidence  of  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  The  plaintiff's  wife  came  about  the 
time  of  the  great  floods,  which  in  the  spring  of  1882,  interrupted 
railway  traffic,  the  trunk  was  seen  on  the  platform  at  the  station, 
with  a  number  of  other  trunks,  and  the  plaintiff  did  not  then  take 
it  away  but  requested  one  of  the  defendants'  servants  to  put  it 
"under  the  platform  out  of  the  drops  of  wet."  Then  we  learn 
from  Mr.  Pearse,  a  witness  called  by  the  plaintiff,  and  who  is  in 
the  employment  of  the  company,  for  tracing  lost  baggage  and 
freight,  that  he  saw  the  trunk  at  Brandon  station,  and  ordered  it  to 
be  returned  to  Winnipeg.  His  belief  is,  that  the  trunk  was  on  its 
return  to  Winnipeg  stolen.  He  says  it  could  not  be  delivered  to 
any  one,  except  on  a  lost  check  receipt,  and  there  is  no  such 
receipt  in  existence. 

The  value  of  the  articles  which  would  properly  come  within  the 
designation  of  personal  luggage  is  sworn  by  the  plaintiff's  wife  to 
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be  196.50)  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  claim  to  put  them  higher  than 
his  own  witness,  the  only  one  who  giyes  the  values,  has  done.  For 
this  amount  the  plaintiff  should  have  a  verdict.  If  the  parties 
agree  to  a  verdict  for  this  amount  being  entered,  the  nonsuit  granted 
at  the  trial  should  be  set  aside  without  costs.  If  they  do  not,  as 
tfaia  is  a  jury  case,  and  we  cannot  enter  a  verdict  unless  agreed  to, 
there  must  be  a  new  trial  without  costs. 


PoMum^  preceding  or  following  Bag' 
ps^.— Ordinarilj  it  makes  no  difference 
whether  a  passenger  goes  a  few  hoars 
before  or  a  few  hoars  after  his  baggage. 
It  is  trae  that  it  mast  be  carried  with 
him  upon  his  joomej,  bnt  sabstan^iai 
compliance  with  this  requirement  snfBces. 
It  need  not  start  or  arrive  at  precisely 
the  same  instant  as  the  passenger's 
departore  or  arrival.  The  following 
instances  show  this  to  be  the  rnle  of  law 
ud  iUostrate  the  liability  of  the  carrier : 
A  tmnk  was  taken  possession  of  hj  the 
baggage-master,  who  promised  that  it 
sboold  be  safely  carried  to  the  point 
deaignated  by  the  passenger,  who,  how- 
irtfj  did  not  travel  with  it.  Nothing 
vas  said  aboat  his  paying  any  compen- 
ladoa  for  carrying  the  tmnk,  which  was 
kwt  in  transit.  Heldf  company  liable : 
WiUon  V.  Grand  Trunk  Bd.,  57  Me. 
138.  A  trank  preceded  the  passenger 
to  his  final  destination  on  accoant  of  his 
baying  and  osing  a  stop-over  ticket  on 
the  way.  It  was  rifled  of  its  contents 
bv  burglars  in  defendant's  waiting-room, 
where  it  had  been  stored.  HeU^  com- 
pany liable:  C,  R.  1.  rf-  R  Rd,  v. 
Fahti,  52  HI.  106.  The  baggage  was 
pnt  aboard  the  car  with  knowledge  of 
the  agent  that  the  passenger  was  not 
to  go  nntil  the  next  trip.  No  person 
vas  employed  to  take  care  of  the  bag- 
gage; each  passenger  was  expected  to 
look  oat  for  his  own.  The  trank  was 
lost.  Btldj  company  liable:  Logan  v. 
fif.,  11  Rob.  (L.  A.)  24 ;  Warner  y.  Bd., 
tS  Iowa  166.  The  fact  of  the  passenger 
having  paid  no  extra  fare'  for  the  car- 
liigfi  of  his  baggage  makes  no  difference 

to  the  responsibility  of  the  carrier : 


Grajfam  t.  B.  Jf.  Bd.,  67  Me.  234. 
But  where  a  passenger  left  port  before 
her  baggage  arrived  for  shipment,  and 
cansed  the  delinquent  baggage  to  be 
shipped  on  another  vessel,  and  part  of 
it  was  lost  on  such  vessel,  Beld^  that 
this  was  an  ordinary  case  of  shipment  of 
goods  as  freight,  and  that  the  shipowners 
were  responsible  for  the  loss  of  the  goods 
as  freight :  The  Alvira  Harheck^  2  Blatch. 
336. 

Storage. — The  contract  of  storage  at 
the  place  of  destination  is  a  part  of  the 
original  contract  to  carry,  and  the  party 
liable  on  the  main  contract  of  carriage 
is  liable  on  tlie  implied  contract  of  stor- 
age :  Brownell  v.  N.  Y.  C.  Bd.,  45  N. 
T.  184.  Carriers  are  liable  for  baggage 
left  by  passengers  in  charge  of  their 
agents,  snch  passengers  intending  to  pro- 
ceed wiA  the  same  on  the  next  train,  or 
left  for  convenience  in  departing  from 
the  place  where  the  baggage  is  deposited : 
C.  i'A.  Bd,  V.  Belknap,  11  Cosh.  97. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  place  of  de- 
posit of  passengers'  baggage  in  a  railroad 
station  bo  absolutely  fire-proof  or  burglar- 
proof.  It  need  only  be  such  a  place  as 
a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  might  use 
for  the  storage  of  his  goods :  C,  12.  /. 
ir  Peoria  Rd.  v.  Faheg,  52  111.  106. 
After  the  arrival  of  a  train  or  ship  a 
reasonable  time  will  be  given  to  passen- 
gers to  remove  their  baggage,  during 
which  time  the  carrier  will  be  held  Uabie, 
as  a  carrier,  for  the  safety  of  such  bag- 
gage. He  will  be  held  an  insurer  of  it ; 
bnt  after  the  expiration  of  such  time, 
and  especially  after  notice  to  the  passen- 
ger to  remove  his  baggage,  the  carrier's 
liability  as  an  insurer  ceases,  and  in 
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place  of  it  the  liabilitj  of  a  warehouse- 
man exists.  As  a  warehouseman,  how- 
ever, he  is  still  bound  to  preserve  the 
baggage  with  ordinary-  care,  and  is 
responsible  if  it  be  lost  through  his 
negligence  :  Vanhom  v.  Kermit^  4  E.  D. 
Smith  453.  Several  cases  illustrate 
these  propositions:  thus  where  a  pas- 
senger left  for  his  own  convenience  his 
baggage  at  the  station  over  night,  where 
it  was  destroyed  by  accidental  fire  with- 
out the  company's  fault,  it  was  held  not 
liable  :  Rom  v.  if.,  K,  ^  T.  Rd.,  4  Mo. 
App.  583  ;  Roth  v.  Rd,,  34  N.  Y.  548  ; 
Louisville  Rd,  v.  Mahatiy  8  Bush  184. 
In  another  case  a  passenger  allowed  his 
baggage  to  remain  at  the  station  from 
ten  A.  M.  until  very  near  the  same  time 
next  day,  and  during  the  day  it  was  the 
custom  of  the  defendant  not  to  lock  up 
the  baggage,  but  to  keep  watch  over  it, 
and  at  night  it  was  customarily  put 
under  lock  and  key.  The  baggage  was 
lost.  Held^  company  not  liable  :  Hold- 
ridge  v.  Rd.y  56  Barb.  191.  A  passen- 
ger of  a  steamer  having  arrived  at  its 
destination  about  twelve  o'clock  at  night 
left  the  boat  in  the  morning,  which  was 
on  Sunday,  at  a  reasonable  hour  for 
rising,  to  visit  a  friend,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  returning  before  the  boat  should 
return  for  New  York  on  the  next  day,  and 
then  demanding  her  trunk,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  continuing  her  trip  to  Boston. 
When  she  left  the  steamboat  the  trunk 
had  been  stored  by  the  boatmen  in  a 
baggage-room  used  by  them  for  such 
purposes  ;  before  she  returned  the  trunk 
and  its  contents  were  destroyed  by  fire 
without  any  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  carriers,  Held^  not  liable,  being 
mere  bailees :  Jone*  Transportation 
Co.,  50  Barb.  193.  A  yalise  left  for  a 
few  hours  was  lost.  Held,  that  this  was 
a  case  of  gratuitous  bailment.  Defend- 
ant was  bound  to  exercise  only  slight 
diligence  and  liable  only  for  gross  negli- 
gence :  Minor  v.  C.  rf-  iV.  3/.  Rd,, 
19  Wis.  40  ;  Louistntle  Rd,  v.  Mohan, 
8  Bush  184.     And  where  a  passenger 


on  a  railway  omitted  for  three  days  to 
demand  his  baggage.    Held,  that  the 
company's  liability  as  a  common  carrier 
had  ceased,  and  they  were  only  liable  as 
warehousemen :  Fairfax  v.  N.  Y,  C. 
Rd,,  37  N.  Y.  (S.  C.)  516  ;  43  Id. 
(S.  C.)  18.     A  trunk  was  left  over 
night  in  the  common  room  of  defend- 
ant's station,  instead  of  being  placed  in 
the  adjoining  baggage-room,  where  it 
properly  belonged.    During  the  night 
some  unknown  person  broke  into  the 
room,  and  the  trunk,  and  stole  from  it 
certain  valuables.    Held,  there  being  no 
evidence  of  any  effort  to  discover  the 
burglar,  that  defendant  was  liable  as  a 
warehouseman,  even  if  his  liability  as 
a  common  carrier  did  not  still  exist: 
Warner  v.  Rd.,  22  Iowa  166  ;  Bartholo- 
mew V.  Rd,,  53  111.  227.    A  passenger, 
who  was  lame,  arrived  at  his  destination 
on  the  railroad  and  told  the  baggage- 
master  that  he  was  lame  and  unable  to 
take  his  baggage  with  him,  but  that  his 
father  would  call  for  it.    At  this  time 
his  father  was  absent  from  home,  but  he 
returned  in  about  two  days,  and  called 
for  the  trunk  as  soon  as  he  got  back.  It 
had  been  stored  by  the  baggage-mnster 
in  the  room  occupied  by  passengers, 
where  they  usually  left  baggage  and 
allowed  baggage  to  be  taken  away.  At 
times  no  one  of  the  company's  em- 
ployees would  be  present  to  watch  the 
baggage.    There  was  a  warehouse  at- 
tached to  the  depot,  but  the  baggage  was 
not  placed  in  it.    Held,  that  the  com. 
pany  were  liable  for  the  loss  of  it :  Curtis 
V.  Rd,,  49  Barb.  148.    A  passenger  did 
not  call  for  his  trunk  until  the  second 
day  after  his  arrival,  when  it  could  not 
be  found.    The  company  did  not  show 
any  proof  accounting  for  the  failnre  to 
deliver ;  hence  it  was  hdd  that  he  was 
entitled  to  recover :  Burnell  t.  iV.  Y.  C. 
Rd.,  45  N.  Y.  184.    A  passenger,  at 
the  expiration  of  his  journey,  left  his 
baggage  with  the  baggage-man,  asking 
him  if  it  would  bo  safe  there  until  morn- 
ing.   The  baggage-man  said,  Yes,  bat 
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the  trunk  wm  lost  before  3.30  next 
morniDg.  ^«/(/,  eompanj  liable :  Ouhait 
T.  Bauhaw,  35  Vt.  604.  See  also  Mote 
T.  C.  #•  M  W.  Rd,,  27  Iowa  22 ;  Fair- 
fox  T.  N.  Y.  C.  Bd.,  67  N.  Y.  11. 

Delwery  by  Carrier. — Travellers  are 
eatitled  to  require  the  delivery  of  their 
btggage  aecording  to  the  usual  course  of 
business :  Ouimil  t.  Befuhaw^  35  V t. 
604.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  railway  com- 
I»Tiy  to  have  baggage  ready  for  delivery 
on  the  platform  or  other  usual  place  of 
delivery:  PaUeheider  v.  G.  W,  Rd.,  L. 
R.i  3  Ex.  DiT.  153.  Warehousemen 
are  liable  for  losses  occasioned  by  the  in- 
nocent mistake  of  themselves  or  of  their 
servants  in  delivering  goods  to  a  person 
not  entitled  to  them  :  Waidron  v.  Bd,, 
1  Dak.  Ter.  351.  Where  a  box  had 
Dothittg  to  which  a  check  could  be  at- 
ttcbed,  and  the  passenger  was  informed 
that  it  would  be  just  as  safe  without  a 
check,  and  started  on  his  journey,  relying 
on  this  statement,  the  box  having  been  de- 
lirered  to  a  third  party  without  author- 
ity, instead  of  being  Mnt  on  as  con- 
traeted :  Held,  that  the  defendants  were 
liable  for  the  loss  of  the  box  :  Waidron 
V.  1  Dak.  Ter.  351.  If  the  carrier 
claims  to  have  delivered  the  goods  to  an 
agent  of  the  owner  or  consignee,  it  most 
be  clearly  proved  that  the  person  to  whom 
delivery  was  made  was  in  fact  agent  and 
dnly  anthoriaed  as  such  :  Waidron  v.  C. 
Ir  W.  Rd,,  1  Dak.  Ter.  351.  But 
delivery  may  be  waived  by  a  passenger, 
and  if  his  baggage  be  lost  after  he  has 
waived  delivery  to  himself  personally  he 
cannot  recover  against  the  carrier.  Thus, 
where  a  passenger  employed  a  hackman 
in  Boston  to  carry  himself  and  two 
tmnks  to  a  house  on  a  certain  street,  at 
each  end  of  which  posts  were  placed  so 
that  a  carriage  could  not  enter  it,  and 
upon  the  carrier  proposing  that  the  driver 
sboald  take  another  man  to  assist  him  m 
carrying  the  trunks,  the  passenger  said 
that  he  would  help,  and  when  they  ar- 
rired  at  ^  entrance  to  the  street  he 
went  to  the  house  with  a  valise,  leaving 


the  driver  to  unload  the  trunks,  and  then 
returned  suggesting  that  they  take  the 
heavier  trunk  first,  to  which  the  driver 
assented,  saying:  I  will  set  the  other 
in  here,"  putting  the  smaller  trunk  inside 
the  posts,  whereupon  they  went  to  the 
house  with  the  larger  trunk,  and  upon 
their  return  found  that  the  other  trunk 
was  gone.  Held^  that  the  passenger  had 
waived  a  delivery  of  the  other  trunks  at 
the  house  :  Patten  v.  JohnsoUf  131  Mass. 
297.  A  passenger,  on  her  arrival  at 
Boston,  asked  permission  to  leave  her 
baggage  for  a  short  time.  She  was  told 
by  the  agent  that  he  could  not  keep  bag- 
gage so  long  with  the  check  on,  but  that 
it  would  be  perfectly  safe  if  she  gave  up 
her  checks,  which  she  did.  The  baggage 
was  subsequently  delivered  to  one  falsely 
claiming  authority  to  receive  it.  Ueid^ 
that  the  defendant's  obligation  as  a  car- 
rier was  ended,  and  that  the  assurance 
of  the  agent  was  not  a  contract  for  stor- 
age, being,  in  fact,  in  clear  repugnnnce 
to  the  regulations  of  the  company,  and 
that  defendant  was  not  liable  :  Mattiton 
V.  iV.  C\  Bd,,  57  N.  Y.  552.  When  bag- 
gage  arriving  at  its  destination  on  one 
road  at  night,  has  to  be  transferred  to 
another  road  that  connects  with  it,  and 
the  former  road,  on  the  arrival  of  the 
train,  has  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  such 
baggage  has  to  go  on  by  the  next  train 
in  the  morning  over  the  other  road,  and 
with  this  knowledge  stores  the  baggage 
in  its  baggage-room  until  the  morning, 
the  owner  not  objecting,  the  question  as 
to  whose  custody  the  baggage  was  in 
during  the  night  is  one  which  depends 
upon  the  usual  course  of  business  in  these 
matters :  Ouimit  v.  HenshaWf  35  Vt. 
604.  The  delivery  of  baggage  by  a 
railway  company  at  the  end  of  the  pas- 
senger's route,  either  to  the  passenger  or 
to  his  authorized  agent,  ends  the  liability 
of  the  company  as  a  common  carrier,  but 
a  delivery  at  the  company's  terminus  to 
the  baggage-master  of  an  independent 
steamboat  company,  who  by  agreement 
between  the  railroad  and  steamboat  com- 


184 


McCaffrey  v.  Canadian  pacific  by.  co. 


panics  always  enters  its  cars  before  their 
arriral  at  the  depot,  taking  baggage- 
checks  of  through-passengers  and  giving 
them  company's  receipts  therefor  in  ex- 
change, will  not  free  the  company  from 
liability  caused  by  the  larceny  of  its  ser- 
vants after  the  delivery  to  the  steamboat 
baggage-roaster,  unless  he  were  the  plain- 
tiffs authorized  agent  to  receive  the  bag- 
gage :  Mobile  Ohio  Rd.  v.  Hopkins, 
41  Ala.  486.  A  demand  for  baggage  by 
the  passenger  is,  of  course,  necessary  in 
order  to  charge  the  carrier  for  the  failure 
to  deliver  it,  but  it  need  not  be  a  de- 
mand upon  the  directors  of  a  corporation 
which  is  a  common  carrier.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  make  the  demand  of  agents  of 
the  company  who  are  charged  with  the 
duty  of  receiving,  keeping  and  delivering 
passengers*  property  :  Cass  v.  Rd.,  I  E. 
D.  Smith  522.  And  when  the  baggage 
is  wrongfully  detained  the  owner  may 
assign  his  title  to  the  property,  and  the 
assignee  may  make  a  fresh  demand  for 
it,  and  then  maintain  an  action  in  the 
nature  of  trover. 

Right  to  Regulate  the  Carnage  of  Bag- 
gage and  to  Limit  Liability  therefor, — ^As  a 
general  rule  a  common  carrier  cannot  even 
by  a  special  agreement  with  the  owner 
release  himself  from  liability  for  his  fail- 
ure to  exercise  ordinary  care  in  trans- 
poiting  baggage  :  C.^A,  Rd,  v.  Baldauf, 
1 6  Penn.  St.  67.  He  cannot  contract  for 
exemption  from  liability  for  damages 
caused  by  the  negligence,  wilful  default 
or  tort  of  himself  or  his  servants. 
This  rule  applies  when  he  undertakes  to 
transport  passengers  gratuitously.  It 
also  applies  to  an  express  stipulation  for 
tickets  limiting  the  carrier's  responsibili- 
ty to  a  specific  sum,  as  to  the  value  of 
the  baggage:  Mobile  ^  Ohio  Rd,  v. 
Hopkins,  41  Ala.  486.  Nevertheless,  a 
carrier  of  passengers  has  the  right  to  es- 
tablish any  reasonable  regulations  which 
he  considers  necessary  to  secure  the  safety 
of  the  baggage  of  his  passengers,  and  if 
the  passenger  knows  the  regulation,  and 
bif  baggage  is  lost,  and  there  is  neglect 


or  refusal  to  comply  with  it,  the  carrier  is 
not  answerable  :  Macklin  v.  N,  J,  Steam' 
boat  Co.,  7  Abb.  Pr.  229.  And  it  may, 
as  an  insurer  of  the  property,  stipulate 
against  liability  for  accidents  and  un- 
avoidable losses :  C,  H.^D.^  D,  M. 
Rd,  V.  Pontius,  19  Ohio  St.  221.  But 
public  notice  by  a  railroad  company  that 
all  baggage  transported  on  their  road  is 
at  the  risk  of  the  owners  will  not  exoner- 
ate the  company  fVom  its  liability  as  a 
carrier:  Logan  y,  Rd,,  11  Rob.  (La.) 
2,  4  ;  C.  tf-  A.  Rd,  v.  Belknap,  11  Gush. 
97  ;  Jones  v.  Voorhees,  10  Ohio  145  ;  C. 
tf-  A,  Rd.  V.  Burk,  13  Wend.  611 ;  7.  ^ 
C,  Rd.  V.  Cox,  29  Ind.  360  ;  Rd,  v.  Cbmp- 
bell,  36  Ohio  St.  647  ;  Nevins  v.  Bag 
CUy  Steamboat  Co,,  4  Bosw.  225  ;  Raw- 
son  V.  Rd,,  2  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  220  ; 
Cohen  V.  S,  E,  Rd,,  L.  R.,  2  Exch. 
Div.  253 ;  WUliams  v.  G.  W,  Rd.,  10 
Exch.  15. 

A  carrier  may  stipulate  against  liabil- 
ity as  an  insurer  for  baggage  exceeding 
a  fixed  amount  in  value,  except  addi- 
tional compensation  proportionate  to  the 
risk :  Rd.  v.  Fraloff,  100  U.  S.  24.  So 
he  may  stipulate  that  be  will  not  be  lia- 
ble in  case  of  loss^gfor  merchandise  and 
jewelry,  unless  he  be  notified  by  the 
owner  that  these  are  in  the  baggage,  and 
an  extra  compensation  be  paid  therefor  : 
Hopkins  V.  Wescott,  6  Blatch.  64.  So 
he  may  relieve  himself  from  liability  by 
fire:  Id. 

Contmct  or  Notice — Construction. — The 
intention  of  carriers  to  limit  their  liability 
where  it  is  intended  so  to  do,  must  be  so 
plainly  expressed  as  to  leave  no  room  for 
doubt  as  to  their  meaning.  Nothing 
should  remain  to  be  ascertained  by  con- 
struction. Where  there  is  any  doubt  as 
to  the  meaning  of  a  limiting  notice,  it 
must  be  construed  strictly  as  against  the 
carrier :  Hopkins  v.  Wescott,  6  Blateh.  64. 
Knowledge  of  the  limitation  must  be 
brought  home  to  the  passenger  in  time 
for  him  to  leave  the  car  and  have  his 
baggage  removed  before  tlic  train  leaves. 
The  mere  delivery  of  a  ticket  to  a  pas- 
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Knger,  with  a  notice  printed  on  its  back 
or  on  its  face,  is  not  generallj  iuffident 
to  nise  the  presumption  of  actual  notice 
to  him  before  the  train  leaves  :  Wilson 
r.  Chaapeake  ^  OAto  JRd.,  21  Gratt. 
654;  Maeklin  t.  N.  J.  Steamboat  Co.,  7 
Abb.  Prac.  (N.  S.)  229  ;  Nivens  t.  Bay 
Suae  Steojoboat  Co,,  4  Bosw.  235 ; 
HdoM  7.  Rd,,  12  Qray  3d8  ;  Brown  t. 
Hd.,  11  Cash.  97.  Where  baggage  is 
deliYered  to  carriers  according  to  printed 
coaditions  posted  in  yarious  parts  of 
their  boat,  the  consent  of  passen- 
gers to  soch  conditions  is  not  necessary. 
It  is  eooogh  that  they  know  them,  and 
that  fact  being  ascertained,  compliance 
with  them  will  be  required  bj  law.  But 
it  does  not  follow,  from  this,  that  pas- 
sengers are  obliged  to  read  these  notices. 
They  are  emplojed  by  carriers  as  a 
means  of  bringing  to  passengers'  notice 
any  reasonable  regulation :  GUaaon  t. 
GoodncA  Trans.  Co.,  82  Wis.  85.  Pas- 
sengers mast  be  fully  informed  of  the 
terms  and  effect  of  the  notice :  C.  A. 
Bd,r.  Balduuf,  16  Penn.  St.  67.  It  has 
been  held,  however,  that  when  a  cloak- 
room ticket  has  on  its  face  a  plain  and 
QDeqairocal  reference  to  the  conditions 
printed  on  the  back  of  it,  a  person 
taking  snob  a  ticket  is  bound  by  such 
conditions,  whether  he  has  made  himself 
acquainted  with  them  or  not :  Harris  y. 
G.  W.  Rd.,  45  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  729. 
Many  instances  are  given  in  the  books 
of  attempted  limitation  of  liability  of 
carriers  for  baggage.  Thus  where  a 
^es^ge-man  came  into  a  car  to  re-check 
^nggage,  and  gave  plaintiff  a  receipt  for 
his  baggage  marked,  "  Domestic  Bill  of 
Lading,"  by  which  the  carrier  was  ex- 
empted from  liability  under  certain  cir- 
CQQstances,  which  receipt  the  passenger 
pat  in  his  pocket  vrithout  reading,  the  car 
being  dimly  lighted,  so  that  plaintiff  could 
not  hare  read  it,  had  he  tried  to  do  so. 
^1  that  the  carrier,  in  order  to  limit 
its  liability,  must  establish  a  contract 
containing  the  special  terms  contained 
^  the  receipt,  and  that  it  was  proper  to 
Vou  XXXIII.— 24 


leave  to  a  jury  the  question  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  passenger 
made  such  a  contract  by  the  acceptance 
of  the  receipt :  Madan  v.  Sherard,  78  N. 
Y.  829.  Generally,  and  without  special 
limitation,  a  carrier  is  not  liable  for 
baggage  lost  by  the  act  of  God  or  the 
public  enemy;  but  loss  by  theft  is  not 
within  either  of  these  exceptions  :  Woods 
T.  Devin,  18  111,  746.  The  fact  that  a. 
guard  of  soldiers  is  set  over  a  car,  which 
contains  munitions  or  equipments  of  war, 
even  throughout  the  journey,  does  not 
relieve  the  carrier  from  liability  where 
the  control  and  management  of  the  car, 
as  a  part  of  the  train,  was  not  interfered 
with  or  impeded  in  any  way  by  such 
guard  :  Hannibal  lid.  v.  Smjt,  12  Wall. 
262.  Other  cases  present  insunces  of 
limitations  of  the  amount  for  which  the 
company  would  be  liable  :  Peppsr  y.  S. 
E.  Rif.,  7  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  469  ;  Steam- 
ship Co.  Y.  Shand,  8  Moore  P.  C.  C. 
(N.  S.)  272 ;  HarrU  v.  G.  W.  Bd.,  45 
L.  J.  (N.  S.)  729  ;  Vantoll  v.  S.  E.  By., 
12  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  75  ;  Steers  v.  L.,  N. 
Y.  tf-  P.  Steamship  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  1.  ; 
Bd.  V.  Fraloff,  100  U.  S.  24. 

Actions — Parties. — A  number  of  ca«es 
present  the  question,  Who  has  a  right 
to  sue  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  loss 
of  or  injury  to  baggage  in  transit?*' 
When  an  agent  contracts  and  pays  for 
the  carriage  of  goods  in  the  conduct  of 
their  owner's  business,  and  for  his  ac- 
count, the  action  to  recover  for  their  loss 
should  properly  be  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  owner :  Slowman  v.  G.  W.  By,, 
67  N.  Y.  208.  But  where  plaintiff  gave 
his  valise  to  his  servant  to  take  with  him 
on  defendant's  railway,  the  plaintiff  him- 
self intending  to  travel  by  a  later  train, 
and  the  servant  bought  his  ticket,  and 
the  valise  in  charge  of  the  servant  was 
checked  as  the  servant's  personal  bag- 
gage, and  was  within  the  weight  allowed 
him  by  law  as  personal  baggage,  Held, 
that  the  owner  of  tlie  baggage  was  not 
the  proper  person  to  maintain  an  action 
against  the  company  for  the  loss  thereof, 
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although  he  traTolled  ob  the  same  day 
and  on  the  same  route  by  a  later  train  : 
Becker  Bd.,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  241.  So 
where  a  travelling  salesman  paid  his  fare 
as  a  passenger  in  a  railroad  car  and  com- 
mitted a  trunk  containing  money  belong- 
ing to  his  principal,  not  exceeding  a  rea- 
sonable amount  for  trayelling  expenses, 
to  the  agent  of  the  company,  but  with- 
out notice  that  the  trunk  contained  mo- 
^  ney,  and  it  was  lost,  Heid^  that  the  ac- 
tion would  not  lie  in  the  name  of  the 
principal  upon  the  contract  existing  be- 
tween the  agent  and  the  carrier :  Weed 
V.  Saratoga  ^  Schen,  Bd.y  19  Wend. 
534  ;  Stifnson  v.  Conn.  Rd.,7B  Mass.  83. 
Whether  a  married  woman  can  sue  in 
her  own  name  for  the  loss  of  her  personal 
baggage  is  goremed  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  remedy  is  sought.  Some 
cases  hold  that  a  married  woman  may 
sue  for  such  baggage :  Stonanan  r.  Erie 
Rd.,  52  N.  Y.  29  ;  Fraloffy.  N.  Y.  C. 
6'  H,  R.  Rd.,  10  Blatch.  16  ;  Rawson  v. 
Penn,  Rd,,  2  Abb.  N.  S.  220 ;  McCor- 
mick  V.  Ann.  /W.,  49  N.  Y.  303.  An* 
infant  may  bring  an  action  by  his  next 
friend  to  recover  damage  for  the  loss  or 
injury  to  his  baggage. 

Other  cases  present  questions  as  to 
who  may  be  sued  for  the  loss  of  baggage. 
Thus  whether  the  driver  of  a  cab  or  the 
proprietor  thereof  is  liable.  A  cab  plying 
in  London  in  the  ordinary  way  was  liircd 
by  the  plaintiflT  to  carry  his  baggage, 
which  was  lost  by  the  fault  of  the  driver. 
On  the  cab  was  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant, as  proprietor  of  it,  which  he  in  fact 
was.  The  driver  paid  each  day  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money  to  the  defendant  for 
the  use  of  the  equipage,  and  made  what 
h6  could  by  the  transaction.  Held^  under 
the  statute  that  the  driver  must  be  taken 
to  be  an  agent  of  the  proprietor,  with  au- 
thority to  make  contracts  for  the  em- 
ployment of  the  cab  on  his  account,  and 
that  consequently  the  action  was  rightly 
brought  against  the  proprietor  :  Powies 
Y.  Eyder^  6  £1.  &  B.  207.  A  foreign 
corporation  doing  business  as  a  carrier 


of  passengers  may  be  sued  in  New  York 
to  recover  the  value  of  lost  baggage : 
Jones  V.  Trans.  Co,,  50  Barb.  193.  The 
form  of  the  action  may  be  either  in  ^ort 
or  ex  contractu.  An  action  of  tort  before 
a  police  justice  is  the  proper  form  of 
suing  for  a  penalty  of  $10,  provided  by 
the  Stat.  1854,  c.  23,  for  the  refusal  of  a 
railroad  company  to  take  the  baggage  of 
a  company  delivered  to  it  for  transporta- 
tion: Commonwealth  v.  Rd,,  15  Gray 
447. 

Pleadings, — In  declaring  on  the  com- 
mon-law obligation  of  a  common  carrier 
it  is  only  necessary  to  allege  the  delivery 
of  the  goods  to  their  carrier  to  be  car- 
ried by  him  over  the  designated  route, 
and  that  they  were  received  and  accepted 
by  him.  On  these  facts  the  duty  arises, 
for  a  breach  of  which  the  carrier  is  lia- 
ble to  the  shipper :  WUsm  v.  Chesapeake 
^  Ohio  /?(/.,  21  Grat.  654.  It  must  be 
alleged  that  the  loss  occurred  through 
the  defendant's  negligence :  Candee  v. 
Penn.  Rd,,  21  Wis.  582.  The  plaintiff 
need  not  allege  that  the  baggage  was  lost 
without  his  fault:  Richards  v.  Wescotty 
2  Bosw.  590.  In  suits  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  it  is  sufficient  to  file  such  a 
statement  of  the  cause  of  action  as  will 
apprise  the  defendant  of  the  nature  of 
the  demand  on  such  certificate  that  a  se- 
cond suit  cannot  be  maintained  for  the 
same  cause  of  action  :  Leelin  v.  Rd,^  10 
Mo.  App.  128.  It  need  not  bo  nileged 
that  the  plaintiff  went  as  a  passenger, 
and  that  the  trunk  was  taken  as  a  part 
of  her  baggage :  Wtlson  v.  Chesapeake 
^  Ohio  Rd,,2V  Grat.  654  ;  Daws  v.  Rd., 
10  How.  330.  Under  » n  allege,  tion  that 
a  hack  was  unfit  for  service,  evidence  is 
admissible  that  it  was  overloaded :  Le- 
mon V.  Chanslor^  68  Mo.  340. 

Defences — Merchandise — The  general 
rule  is  that  the  articles  for  which  a  rail- 
way or  other  carrier  is  liable  to  carry 
safely  as  baggage  include  only  such  as 
are  necessary  to  the  use,  comfort  and 
convenience  of  the  passenger  during  the 
journey    or    immediately  thereafter. 
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What  these  articles  are  depends  upon 
the  social  position  of  the  passenger, 
length  of  journey  and  the  country 
trough  which  or  to  which  the  passenger 
tnreifl.  In  some  respects  the  rule  is 
eorapsrable  to  the  rule  of  law  which  reg- 
oktes  the  liability  of  an  infant  for  ne- 
cessaries, that  is,  for  such  articles  as  he 
boys  that  are  suitable  for  his  use,  haying 
in  consideration  the  social  position  and 
sundtog  of  the  infant.  Just  so  social 
position  is  to  be  considered  in  determin- 
ing whst  is  proper  baggage  for  a  passen- 
ger. Valuable  jewels  have  been  consid- 
ered appropriate  baggage  for  a  Russian 
eoantess,  and  would  probably  be  so  con- 
sidered when  carried  by  any  person  of 
▼efllth  and  high  social  standing.  So  the 
smoant  of  baggage  which  a  person  may 
carry  upon  a  long  journey  may  obviously 
be  greater  than  if  the  journey  was  a 
short  one  to  an  adjacent  city  or  village. 
One  of  the  limitations  of  the  liability  of 
acarricr  arises  out  of  the  kind  of  property 
csrried  bj  the  passenger  as  baggage,  as 
thus,  a  carrier  is  not  liable  for  merchan- 
dise carried  as  baggage  :  foi-  example, 
for  jewelry  carried  by  the  commercial 
traveller  of  a  jewelry  house  :  Ailing  v. 

B.  ^  A.  Bd.,  126  Mass.  121  ;  Richards 
T.  IFocort,  2  Bosw.  590 ;  Collins  v. 
fiotfon  fr  Maine  Rd,,  10  Cush.  506; 
OMIt.  Rd.,  10  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  154; 
Blwmmtle  v.  FUMurg  Rd.,  127  Mass. 
322  ;  Pardee  v.  Drew,  25  Wend.  459  ; 
Biilfast,  Rd.,  V.  Keys,  9  H.  L. 

C.  555  ;  CahiV  v.  L.  N,  W,  Rd.,  13 
C.  B.  N.  S.  818  ;  Cin.  ^  Chic.  Air  Line 
Ri,  V.  Marau,  38  111,  219  ;  Sfimson  v. 
Conn,  River  Rd,,  98  Mass.  83 ;  Snnth 

/W.,  44  N.  H.  325  ;  Rd.  v.  Capps,  23 
Am.L.  Reg.,  N.  S.,  and  note.  Of  course 
if  the  railroad  company  or  its  agents  be 
informed  that  the  trunk  or  box  of  the  pas- 
senger contains  merchandise  they  may  be 
held  liable  therefor,  having  been  given 
notice  of  its  contents  and  an  opportunity 
to  charge  extra  compensation  for  the  car- 
nage of  it,  and  to  take  all  necessary  pre- 
CAQtions  for  its  safe  preservation.  The 


fact  that  commercial  travellers  or  others 
are  accustomed  to  carry  merchandise  in 
passenger  trains,  they  paying  the  usual 
price  for  tickets  of  a  passenger,  even  if 
known  to  the  carriers,  will  not  render 
them  liable  for  such  merchandise.  The 
passengers  carry  it  at  their  own  risk : 
Ailing  v.  B.  ^  A.  Rd,,  126  Mass.  121. 
So  a  railroad  company  has  been  held  not 
liable  for  a  watch  and  handcuffs,  locks, 
medicines,  &c.,  carried  by  a  passenger : 
Bomar  r.  Maxwell,  9  Humph.  621.  But 
it  has  been  held  in  at  least  one  case  that 
if  the  package  of  merchandise  is  carried 
openly  or  so  packed  that  its  nature  is  ob- 
vious, and  the  carrier  does  not  object  to 
it,  he  will  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  it : 
Great  North.  Ry.  v.  Shepherd,  8  Exch. 
30.  And  where  a  carrier  demands  and 
receives  compensation  as  freight  for  the 
transportation  of  the  merchandise,  he  is 
liable  for  it  as  well  as  for  the  baggage  : 
Stonenuin  v.  Rd.,  12  N.  Y.  419  ;  Rou  v. 
Mo.,  K.  ^  T.  Ry.,  4  Mo.  App.  583. 
Where  plaintiff'  wished  to  go  from  Little 
Falls,  N.  Y.,  to  New  York  city  da 
Albany,  and  sent  his  trunk,  on  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  New  York  Central  Rail- 
road Company,  from  Little  Falls  to 
Athens,  via  the  People's  Line  of  Steam- 
ers," to  New  York,  via  Albany  on  the 
Railroad,  and  the  baggage  was  lost,  held : 
that  the  railroad  company  was  not  liable 
for  it,  there  being  no  contract  betwec/n 
it  and  the  steamboat  company,  but  sim- 
plv  an  occasional  transaction  of  this 
kind  :  Green  v.  N.  Y,  Central  Rd.,  12 
Abb.  Prac.  N.  8.  473. 

A  passenger  on  a  railroad  informed 
its  agent  that  his  trunk  contained  mer- 
chandise, in  addition  to  his  personal  bag- 
gage, and  paid  the  agent  a  compensation 
for  the  extra  weight  as  demanded,  and 
the  trunks  were  destroyed,  and  the  pas- 
senger brought  an  action  to  recover  for 
the  loss  of  the  baggage,  in  which  the 
court  ruled  that  he  could  not  recover  for 
the  merchandise,  but  that  he  could,  and 
in  fact,  did  recover*  for  the  baggage. 
Held,  in  a  subsequent  action  brought  to 
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recover  the  valae  of  the  merchandise  lost, 
that  the  former  action  was  not  a  bar, 
since  the  two  actions  were  based  upon 
separate  contracts  :  Millard  M,fK,{f 
T.  Rd.,  86  N.  Y.  441. 

Evidence. — As  a  general^  rule,  the 
agents  of  a  corporation  whose  duty  it  is 
to  receive  and  take  care  of  baggage,  are 
competent  persons  to  testify  as  to  its  care, 
condition  and  transportation.  So  a 
check  is  competent  to  prove  the  receipt 
of  baggage  by  a  carrier.  The  evidence 
of  any  witness  who  saw  the  baggage  de- 
livered to  the  carrier  will  be  competent. 
Questions  have  been  raised  as  to  the 
competency  of  the  husband  or  wife  to. 
testify  as  to  loss  of  each  other's  baggage. 
Although  the  general  rule  is  that  a  wife 
is  not  a  competent  witness  in  behalf  of 
the  husband,  where  the  husband  is  a 
party,  yet  where  the  husband  is  plaintiff 
in  a  suit  for  lost  baggage,  both  her  testi- 
mony and  his  are  admissible,  from  the 
overruling  necessities  of  the  case.  They 
alone  know  the  contents  of  the  baggage, 
aud  must  testify  as  to  its  value  and  con- 
tents, else  the  verdict  of  the  jury  upon 
these  points  would  in  most  cases  be 
mere  guess  work.  In  favor  of  this  view 
see  Dibble  Brown,  12  Ga.  217.  As 
to  check,  see  Hickox  v.  Rd.y  31  Conn. 
281.  Still  it  has  been  held  that  in  such  ^ 
a  case  the  wife  is  not  a  competent  wit- 
ness:  Smith  Y.  Rd.,  44  N.  H.  325. 
Some  of  the  old  cases  hold  that  in  an 
action  against  a  railroad  company  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  loss  of  baggage 
by  its  negligence,  the  plaintiff  is  not  a 
competent  witness,  although  he  has  no 
other  evidence:  Snow  v.  Ed.,  12  Met. 
44;  Dill  V.  Rd.,  7  Rich.  Law  (S.  C.) 
158  ;  Smith  v.  Rd.^  Martin's  Law  203; 
Pettiyrew  v.  Bamum^  1 1  Md.  434.  In 
Indiana  while  the  competency  of  the 
plaintiff  himself  was  admitted,  his  ex 
parte  affidavit  as  to  the  contents  and 
value  u(  ihe  baggage  lost  was  excluded  : 
Indiana  C.  Rd,  v.  Gulick,  19  Ind.  83. 
See  also  Pudor  v.  Rd,,  26  Me.  458.  In 
New  York  it  has  been  held  that  the  rule 


of  evidence  allowing  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  the  value  of  the  contents  of  his 
lost  trunk  by  his  own  oath,  is  confined 
to  cases  in  which  fraud  or  wrong  ia 
proved  by  the  defendants,  and  has  no 
application  to  cases  of  loss  through  neg- 
ligence merely  :  Garvey  v.  Rd.,  4  Abb. 
Pr.  171.  But  probably  the  rule  of  law 
that  a  passenger  is  not  competent  to 
prove  the  coiitents  and  value  of  his  own 
trunk  has  been  abrogated  by  the  statute 
permitting  parties  to  actions  to  testifj 
therein  on  their  own  behalf :  Am*  C,  Co. 
V.  CVoM,  8  Bush  472  ;  Jones  v.  Voorke^t^ 
10  Ohio  151.  In  Pennsylvania  it  has 
been  held  that  trunks  of  husband  and 
wife  being  lost  on  a  journey,  both  are 
competent  to  testify  as  to  the  contents 
and  their  value,  and  especially  may  the 
wife  be  assumed  usually  to  have  packed 
the  trunk  :  McGill  v.  Rowand,  3  Penn. 
St.  451  ;  /.  C.  Rd.  V.  Capdand,  24  III. 
332;- see  Pettigrew  y,  Bamum,  11  Md. 
434.  In  Tennessee  the  same  rule  has 
been  afiSrmed,  but  limited  in  its  applica- 
tion to  personal  baggage,  and  not  to 
merchandise,  the  delivery  of  which  to  the 
carrier,  it  was  held,  must  be  evidenced 
by  bills  of  lading  :  Johnson  v.  Stone,  1 1 
Humph.  419.  In  Illinois  it  was  held 
that  a  person  suing  a  railroad  company 
for  the  value  of  V»i  baggage  is  only  per- 
mitted to  be  a  witness  in  his  own  case 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contents 
of  the  lost  baggage,  when  no  other  evi- 
dence can  be  adduced.  He  may  be 
permitted  also  to  prove  the  value  of  the 
contents,  but  he  should  not  be  allowed 
to  give  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the 
articles  in  which  the  bapgage  is  packed  : 
Davis  V.  Michigan  So.  Rd.,  22  111.  278. 
To  the  effect  that  a  passenger  may  prove 
the  value  of  the  contents  of  his  own 
baggage,  see  also  Nolan  v.  0.  ^  M.  Rd., 
39  Mo.  114;  Doyle  v.  Kitier,  6  Ind. 
242;  DitMe  v.  Broum,  12  Ga.  217; 
MerriU  v.  Grinnell,  30  N.  Y.  549  ;  Ear- 
low  V.  Rd.,  8  Gray  237. 

Admissions. — The  price  paid  for  a 
railroad  ticket  includes  the  carrying  of 
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baggage,  and  the  recogfnition  by  the 
eompanyissiiiiig  the  ticket  of  its  validity, 
is  ML  admission  that  the  check  given  for 
the  baggage  is  equally  binding :  C,  /Z. 
/.  #•  P,  Rd.  T.  Faheif,  52  III.  81.  A 
ddireryof  checks  to  a  coonectitig  carrier 
is  erideoce  tending' to  show  the  delivery 
of  the  baggage  represented  by  such  checks 
to  said  carrier  :  Kan*  Pac,  Rd,  v.  J/an- 
telkf  10  Kan.  119.  The  admissions  of 
the  conductor,  baggage-master  or  station- 
master,  as  to  the  manner  of  the  loss,  are 
•dmiiaible  in  evidence  against  the  cor- 
poration:  Marte  v.  Rd.,  6  Gray  450. 
Bat  probably  snch  admissions  would  be 
reqoired  to  have  been  made  so  near  the 
tnne  of  the  loss  or  damage  to  the  bag- 
gage as  to  be  part  of  the  res  gegtte :  Rd. 
V.  Otmpbdl,  36  Ohio  St.  649  ;  Curtis  v. 
AL,  49  Barb.  148.  A  statement  made 
to  the  plaintiiT  by  the  snperintendentof  a 
raOroad  company  on  presentation  of 
plaintiff's  claim  that  the  claim  was  a 
*'good  on6,"  consdtated  no  part  of  the 
Tt$  getta,  bat  related  to  a  past  transac- 
tion, and  was  held  inadmissible  as  evi- 
dence against  the  railroad  company : 
Green  v.  N.  Y.  C.  Rd.,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  473. 

In  an  action  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  recover  the  valne  of  a  trunk  and 
its  contents  alleged  to  have  belonged  to 
the  plaintifF  as  a  passenger,  atid  to  have 
been  lost  by  the  company,  the  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  tmnk  belonged 
tf>  a  third  person  who  took  it  away  from 
the  depot  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
agent  of  the  company,  and  then 
procnred  the  plaintiff  to  bring  suit 
for  its  recovery.  The  evidence  tend- 
ing tiins  to  show  the  community  of 
interest  and  design  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  such  third  person :  hdd,  that 
a  letter  written  by  the  latter  to  a 
stranger  to  the  transaction  going  to  show 
the  conspiracy  was  admissible  in  evi- 
'lenee  against  the  plaintiff:  C,  R.  /.  ^ 
P.  Rd.  T.  CoOins,  501  111.  212. 

h^nmptiona. — In  the  absence  of  proof 
of  any  contract  on  the  part  of  the  carrier 


to  carry  a  passenger  and  baggage  to 
any  particular  place  or  city  in  the  car- 
rier's port  of  destination,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  carrier  undertook  to 
transport  the  passenger  and  baggage  to 
the  place  in  the  port  fixed  by  the  estab- 
lished usage  and  custom  of  the  carrier 
for  the  landing  of  its  passengers  and  their 
baggage :  Klein  v.  Packettt  Co.,  8  Daly 
390.  So,  assent  to  conditions  affecting 
liability  is  presumed  from  the  acceptance 
of  a  carrier's  receipt  or  bill  of  lading : 
Steers  v.  N.  Y.  fr  Steamboat  Co., 
57  N.  T.  I.  That  the  loss  of  a  trunk 
is  presumed  to  have  been  evidence  of  the 
negligence  or  fraud  of  the  carrier  or  its 
agent:  C.  ^  A.  Rd.  v.  Baldafu,  16 
Penn.  67.  See  alse  Fairfax  v.  N.  Y.  C. 
tf-  iBf.  /W.,  37  N.  Y.  51 6  ;  Brownelis  v. 
N.  y,  C.  /W.,46  N.  Y.  184.  But  see 
Stimson  v.  Conn,  River  Rd.,  98  Mass. 
83  ;  Smith  v.  Rd.,  44  N.  H.  325.  The 
court  may  take  judicial  notice  of  estab- 
lished railroad  routes  generally  known 
and  used :  Fairfax  v.  N.  Y.  C.  Rd., 
37  N.  Y.  (S.  C.)  516. 

Miscellaneous  Instances. — To  justify  a 
common  carrier  in  his  defence  that  he 
had  limited  his  liability  substantially  by 
notice  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiff,  the  evidence  must  show  not 
only  that  the  plaintiff  had  his  attention 
called  to  the  carrier's  notice,  limiting  his 
liability  in  certain  expressed  contin- 
gencies, but  it  must  also  appear  that  the 
passengers  assented  to  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  the  notice:  Nevins  v.  Bay 
State  Steamboat  Co.,  4  Bosw.  225.  The 
possession  of  checks  by  a  passenger,  and 
the  testimony  of  the  baggage-master 
that  when  required  by  passengers  he 
put  checks  on  their  baggage,  giving 
the  duplicates  to  the  passenger,  is 
enough  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  passenger,  and  that  his  baggage 
was  checked  :  Davis  v.  C.  S.  Rd.,  10 
How.  Pr.  830.  So  it  has  been  intimated 
by  Judge  Woodruff  that  if  a  passen- 
ger's residence,  business,  station  in  life, 
place  from  whence  he  came  and  whither 
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he  was  going,  and  the  fact  whether  he 
was  a  rich  or  a  poor  man,  and  where 
he  had  been  trarelling,  were  matters 
wliich  affect  the  carrier's  liability  ;  they 
should  have  been  shown  by  actual  evi- 
dence to  have  been  brought  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  carrier  when  it  under- 
took to  carry  the  plaintid^ :  Nevins  v. 
Bay  State  Steamboat  Co,,  4  Bosw.  225. 
Proof  of  the  general  care  with  which  the 
baggage-room  and  its  contents  were 
guarded  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  con- 
clusively thai  there  was  no  want  of  care 
in  the  particular  instance  on  trial :  Fair- 
fax V.  A.  Y.  a  Rd.,  67  N.  Y.  11. 
Where  there  is  no  proof  that  plaintiff  is 
a  surgeon  or  physician,  or  student  of 
medicine,  he  cannot  recover  for  the  loss 
of  a  case  of  surgical  instruments  :  Giles 
V.  Fauntleroy,  13  Md.  136.  The  mere 
fact  of  a  traveller  who  has  secured  a 
stateroom  choosing  at  first  to  wear  his 
overcoat  rather  than  deposit  it  in  the 
stateroom  in  the  custody  of  the  defendant, 
is  no  indication  that  he  intends  to  hold 
the  overcoat  in  his  possession  during  the 
whole  trip :  Gore  v.  Norwich  Trans.  Co,, 
2  Daly  254.  The  words  **  personal 
baggage,'*  written  in  pencil  on  the  mar- 
gin of  a  receipt  for  goods  to  be  shipped 
on  an  ocean  voyage,  there  being  no  evi- 
dence as  to  when  and  by  whom  said 
pencil  marks  were  written,  does  not 
alter  the  fact  that  the  goods  thus  shipped 
without  the  owner  accompanying  them 
are  freight,  and  not  personal  baggage: 
Re  Ahira  Barheck,  2  Blntch.  236. 
Evidence  that  passengers  other  than  the 
plaintiff  were  allowed  by  the  defendant 
railroad  company  to  take  with  them,  as 
passengers,  bundles  of  merchandise,  and 
without  objection  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ant, has  no  legal  tendency  to  an  agree- 
ment that  they  were  to  be  regarded  as  a 


part  of  their  baggage  and  paid  for  bj 
the  passsenger's  ticket,  or  were  to  b< 
taken  at  the  risk  of  the  company  :  SrnUi 
v.  /W.,  44  N.  H.  325. 

Damages — Measure, — The  usual  con 
tract  of  a  carrier  of  passengers  inclndei 
an  undertaking  to  receive  and  transfei 
their  baggage.  If  nothing  be  said  about  it 
and  if  the  baggage  be  lost,  even  withoa 
the  fault  of  the  carrier,  he  b  responsible 
for  it.  The  actual  damages  arising  fron 
the  breach  is  the  measure  of  damages  ii 
this  form  of  action :  Mississippi  Rd.  v, 
Kennedy ,  41  Miss.  €71.  Damages  can* 
not  be  recovered  for  expenses  in  search- 
ing for  lost  baggage :  Texas  ^  P.  Rd.  v, 
Ferguson,  9  A.  &  E.  Railroad  Cas.  395. 
The  market  value  of  the  articles  lost  ii 
deemed  an  ultimate  compensation,  and 
this  is  the  proper  measure  of  the  righl 
of  recovery :  Texas  ^-  P.  Rd.  v.  Ferguson, 
9  A.  &  E.  Railroad  Cas.  395.  Where 
money  is  lost  in  a  trunk  the  passenger 
can  only  recover  for  so  much  money  a£ 
was  necessary  for  his  personal  use  and 
travelling  expenses  during  the  journey : 
Eickox  V.  Rd.,  81  Conn.  281.  In  the 
absence  of  proof  as  to  the  contents  of  a 
trunk  and  their  value,  damages  may  be 
given  by  the  jury  proportionately  to  the 
value  of  the  articles  which  they,  in  their 
judgment,  think  the  trunk  did  and  might 
fairly  contain  :  Dill  v.  Rd.,  7  Rich.  Law 
(S.  C.)  158.  It  is  an  error  to  instruct  a 
jury  in  a  suit  for  damages  against  a  rail- 
road company,  in  which  exemplary  dam- 
ages are  claimed,  to  retm*n  a  verdict  for 
such  damages  which  they  believe,  from 
the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to, 
without  furnishing  a  rule  for  their  guid- 
ance in  discriminating  between  actual 
and  exemplary  damages :  G.,  H.  4f  S. 
A.  Rd.  V.  Dunluvy,  56  Texas  256. 

Adelbbrt  Hamilton. 
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flEC  E  N  T  A  M  ERI  CA  N  DECISIONS. 

Court  of  Urrort  and  Appeals  of  Mart/land. 

MARY  E.  TWIGG  and  JESSE  TWIGG,  bir  Husband,  v.  A.  J.  RYLAND. 

Anjr  ooe  owning  or  keeping  an  animal  that  he  knows  to  bo  of  a  fcrociouf  dispo- 
sition, accustomed  to  attack  or  bite  mankind,  is  bound  to  restrain  sudi  animal  at 
ois  peril. 

AOowiog  a  dog  to  be  kept  on  the  premises  docs  not  render  the  owner  of  the  pre- 
mises liable  for  injuries  inflicted  by  the  dog  away  from  the  premises  if  such  owner 
did  not  own  or  have  control  of  the  dog. 

The  onus  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  knowledge  of  the  owner  or  keeper  of  the 
Tkaoos  propensities  of  the  animal,  if  it  be  of  a  domestic  nature,  though  it  is  other- 
wise where  it  is  of  a  wild  and  untamable  nature. 

Knowledge  of  a  servant  or  wife  is  not  knowledge  of  the  owner  or  keeper,  unless 
it  be  a  servant  who  has  general  charge  of  the  keeping  of  the  animal. 

To  charge  the  defendant  he  must  be  shown  to  have  knowledge  that  the  animal  is 
inclined  to  do  the  particular  kind  of  mischief  that  has  been  done. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  appellants  in  the  court  below 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  from  the  bite  of  a  dog.  The  facts 
are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion. 

<?.  W.  Thomas  and  A.  B.  McKaig^  for  appellants. 

J.  A.  MeHenry^  Wm.  M,  Price  and  H.  K.  Douglas^  for  ap- 
pellees. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Alvey^  J. — The  appellants  in  this  case  were  the  plaintiffs  below, 
and  they  brought  the  action  to  recover  of  the  defendant  for  injuries 
received,  by  the  female  plaintiff,  by  the  bite  of  a  dog,  alleged  to 
have  belonged  to  or  to  have  been  kept  by  the  defendant,  with 
knowledge  that  the  dog  was  ferocious  and  dangerous. 

In  regard  to  the  law  of  the  case  it  is  well  settled  that  if  any 
person  keeps  an  animal,  mansuetce  naturcBy  of  a  ferocious  or  vicious 
disposition,  accustomed  to  bite  or  attack  mankind,  knowing  that  it 
is  possessed  of  such  disposition  or  vicious  propensity,  he  is  bound 
to  restrain  snch  animal,  at  his  peril ;  and  if  he  allows  it  to  escape 
or  go  at  large  he  is  liable  for  all  the  injury  it  may  inflict  by  attack- 
ing persons  in  consequence  of  such  ferocious  propensity. 

As  declared  by  the  Queen's  Bench-  in  May  v.  Burdetty  9  Q.  B. 
101,  Whoever  keeps  an  animal  accustomed  to  attack  and  bite 
mankind,  with  knowledge  that  it  is  so  accustomed,  is  prima  facie 
liable  in  an  action  on  the  case,  at  the  suit  of  any  person  attacked 
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and  injured  by  the  animal,  without  any  averment  of  negligence  or 
default  in  the  securing  or  taking  care  of  it.  The  gist  of  the 
action  is  the  keeping  the  animal  after  knowledge  of  its  mischievous 
propensities.** 

The  owner  or  keeper  of  the  dog  or  other  domestic  animal  must 
be  shown  to  have  had  knowledge  of  its  disposition  to  commit  such 
injury,  and  the  burden  of  proving  this  fact  is  on  the  plaintiff, 
though  it  would  be  otherwise  if  the  animal  was  of  a  nature  to  be 
fierce  and  untamable,  such  as  bears,  tigers,  etc.  :  Spring  Co.  v. 
Edgarj  99  U.  S.  654. 

The  notice  which  will  charge  the  owner  or  keeper  with  liability 
for  the  vicious  conduct  of  the  animal  must  be  notice  that  it  was 
inclined  to  do  the  particular  mischief  that  had  been  done.  Hence, 
notice  that  a  dog  is  ferociously  disposed  toward  cattle  is  no  notice 
that  he  will  attack  persons.  It  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  the 
owner  or  keeper  of  a  vicious  dog  has  seen  the  animal  attack  man- 
kind; but  it  is  suflBcient  to  show  that  the  vicious  propensity  of  the 
animal  has  in  some  way  been  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  owner 
or  keeper,  so  as  to  admonish  him  to  take  the  necessary  precautiou 
to  prevent  injury  in  the  future.  Hence,  the  question  in  each  case 
is  whether  the  notice  was  sufficient  to  put  the  owner  or  keeper  on 
his  guard,  and  to  require  him  to  anticipate  the  injury  that  has 
actually  been  done.  And  this  duty  of  guarding  against  the  vicious 
propensity  of  a  dog  or  other  domestic  animal  is  imposed  upon  the 
keeper  thereof,  irrespective  of  the  fact  of  ownership:  Cooley  on 
Torts  344. 

The  question  presented  by  the  first  bill  of  exception  is  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  to  prove  the  scienter.  After  giving  evi- 
dence of  the  injury  inflicted  by  the  dog,  the  plaintiffs  gave  evidence 
to  prove  that  the  defendant  was  a  butcher  in  Cumberland  and  that 
he  had  about  his  premises  a  colored  man  as  an  assistant,  who  drove 
the  meat  wagon  and  delivered  meat  to  the  customers  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  dog  was  frequently  with  him  and  generally  fol- 
lowed him.  They  then  offered  to  prove  that  this  colored  man 
knew  that  the  dog  was  vicious  and  dangerous,  and  was  disposed  to 
attack  and  bite  and  injure  persons,  and  that  such  colored  man 
while  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant  had  told  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
witnesses  that  he  had  made  known  to  the  defendant,  before  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  dog  was  of  a  vicious  disposition,  and 
had  attacked  and  bitten  other  persons.    To  this  offer  the  defendant 
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objected,  and  the  objection  was  snstained  by  the  court,  and  as  we 
think,  rightly  sustained. 

It  is  very  true,  as  shown  by  the  authorities,  that  if  the  owner 
of  a  dog  place  it  in  the  charge  and  keeping  of  a  servant,  the  ser« 
vant's  knowledge  of  the  dog's  ferocious  disposition  is  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  master ;  but  it  is  not  true  that  the  knowledge  of  any 
servant  that  a  dog  may  follow  or  be  with  about  the  premises  where 
he  is  employed,  as  to  the  disposition  of  the  dog,  is  to  be  imputed 
to  the  master.    This  is  clear  upon  all  the  authorities. 

The  case  that  goes  as  far  upon  this  question  as  any  other  to  be 
found  in  the  reports,  and  which  has  been  mainly  relied  on  by  the 
appellants,  is  that  of  G-ladman  v.  Johnson^  86  L.  J.  (C.  P.)  153, 
where  notice  of  the  mischievous  propensity  of  the  dog,  given  to 
the  wife  of  the  defendant,  who  attended  to  the  business  of  her  hus- 
band in  his  absence,  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  the 
husband,  was  held  to  be  some  evidence  of  a  scienter  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury. 

But  in  delivering  judgment  in  that  case,  BoviLL,  C.  J.,  says: 
"  I  am  not  prepared  to  assent  to  the  proposition  that  notice  to 
an  ordinary  servant,  or  even  to  a  wife,  would  in  all  cases  be  suffi- 
cient to  fix  the  defendant,  in  such  an  action  as  this,  with  knowledge 
of  the  mischievous  propensity  of  the  dog.  But  here  it  appears 
that  the  wife  attended  to  the  milk  business,  which  was  carried  on 
upon  the  premises  where  the  dog  was  kept,  and  that  a  formal  com- 
plaint as  to  that  dog  was  made  to  the  wife,  when  on  the  premises, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  being  communicated  to  her  husband.  It 
may  be  that  this  is  but  slight  evidence  of  the  scienter^  but  the  only 
question  is  whether  it  is  evidence  of  it.    I  think  it  is." 

This  case  was  referred  to  and  commented  upon  in  Good  v. 
Martin,  67  Md.  610,  611.  And  in  the  case  of  Stiles  v.  Cardiff 
St,  Nav.  Co,^  83  L.  J.  (Q.  B.)  819,  where  a  similar  question  arose, 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  said  that  notice  of  the  vicious  propensity  of 
the  dog  given  to  porters  or  servants  employed  about  the  premises 
would  not  suffice;  but  that  if  brought  home  to*a  person  who  had 
the  general  management  of  the  yard  in  which  the  defendants  them- 
selves could  not  be  supposed  to  be  acting,  and  who  had  authority  to 
whether  a  dog  should  be  kept  there  or  not,  or  whether  it  should 
^  chained  up  or  not,  it  would  be  otherwise. 

The  case  of  Baldtvin  v.  Casella,  L.  R.,  7  Exch.  825,  proceeded 
iipon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  deputed  to  his  coachman 
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the  care  and  control  of  the  dog,  and  therefore  a  notice  to  him  of 
the  vicious  nature  or  propensity  of  the  dog  was  notice  to  the 
master.  And  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Appleion  v.  Percys 
L.  R.,  9  C.  P.  647,  that  in  any  way  contravenes  the  principle  of 
the  previous  cases  to  which  we  have  referred.  We  are  clearly 
of  opinion,  therefore,  upon  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  bill  of  excep- 
tion, that  the  knowledge,  whatever  it  may  have  been,  of  the  negro 
man,  in  regard  to  the  propensity  of  the  dog,  was  not  legally  imput- 
able to  the  defendant ;  and  especially  were  not  the  declarations  of 
the  negro  man  evidence  against  the  defendant.  The  man  himself 
should  have  been  called  as  witness. 

Of  the  several  prayers  offered  by  the  plaintiffs,  those  granted 
would  seem  to  have  given  the  plaintiffs  the  benefit  of  all  the  law  to 
which  they  were  entitled,  and  that,  too,  in  a  most  liberal  form  ;  and 
those  rejected  were  clearly  erroneous,  and  therefore  properly 
rejected.  The  fourth  and  fifth  prayers  rejected  by  the  court 
appeared  to  have  been  based  entirely  upon  the  evidence  that  was 
offered,  but  which  was  excluded  by  the  court  upon  objection. 

The  evidence  not  being  before  the  jury,  of  course  it  could  not  be 
made  the  basis  of  an  instruction  to  them.  Besides,  those  prayers 
did  not  even  require  the  jury  to  find  that  the  vicious  disposition  of 
the  dog  was  to  attack  and  injure  mankind,  but  simply  that  the  dog 
was  of  vicious  or  dangerous  propensities.  This  alone  was  a  defect 
which  made  them  misleading,  and  therefore  required  their  rejection. 
Judge  V.  Cox^  1  Stark.  285  ;  Wood  on  Law  of  Nuisances,  §  761. 

The  seventh  prayer  asked  the  court  to  say  that  there  was  no 
sufficient  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  of  any  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  female  plaintiff  in  bringing  about  the 
injury  complained  of,  to  defeat  the  right  to  recover.  The  prayer 
was  properly  rejected;  for  although  the  evidence  is  manifestly  very 
meagerly  and  defectively  set  out  in  the  record  as  to  the  precise 
circumstances  of  the  injury,  yet  it  is  stated  in  a  general  way  that 
evidence  was  given  "  tending  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  (Mary) 
knew  the  said  dog,  and  knew  that  he  was  a  dog  liable  to  attack 
persons,  and  was  of  a  fierce  disposition,  and  that  she  had  encouraged 
the  dog  to  be  in  and  about  her  premises  prior  to  said  injuries."  If 
she  had  cultivated  a  familiarity  with  the  dog,  and  encouraged  him 
to  come  to  her  house  and  be  about  her,  with  knowledge  of  his  dis- 
position, it  was  certainly  evidence  to  go  the  jury  upon  the  subject 
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of  contribatory  negligence  on  her  part,  and  the  court  was  therefore 
right  m  refusing  the  prayer. 

The  first  prayer  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  which  was  granted, 
we  do  not  understand  to  be  seriously  questioned.  But  the  third 
tDd  fourth  prayers  of  the  defendant,  which  were  granted  by  the 
court,  are  questioned  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  third  prayer  sought 
to  preclude  the  right  to  recover  upon  the  ground  of  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  female  plaintiff,  Mary,  and  if  the 
&ct8.  therein  enumerated  were  found  by  the  jury,  they  certainly 
constituted  a  good  ground  of  defence.    Cooley  on  Torts  346. 

In  granting  the  fifth  prayer,  the  jury  were  instructed  that  if  they 
found  that  the  dog  committing  the  injury  did  not  belong  to  the 
defendant,  but  was  at  the  time  the  exclusive  property  of  the  defend- 
ant's son,  a  young  man  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  that  the 
latter  "had  sole  charge,  custody,  and  control  of  said  dog,  and 
that  the  defendants  never  had  the  custody,  care  or  control  of  said 
dog,  and  that  the  injury  complained  of  occurred  off  the  premises  of 
the  defendant,  and  upon  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  Mary  E.,  a 
half  mile  away,*'  then  the  defendant  was  not  liable,  although  the 
jury  naight    find  that  the  defendant  allowed  said  dog  to  be  kept 
by  his  son  on  or  about  his  premises.*'    This  instruction  we  think 
nnobjectionable.    The  defendant,  to  be  liable  for  the  vicious  con- 
duct of  the  dog,  must  have  been  either  owner  or  keeper  of  the 
animal,  or  had  some  control  of  him.    If  he  was  neither  owner  or 
keeper,  and  had  no  control  of  the  dog,  and  the  injury  was  done 
sway  from  his  premises  and  out  of  his  presence,  it  is  difficult  to 
perceive  upon  what  principle  he  could  be  held  liable. 

In  the  case  of  Auehmuty  v.  Ham^  1  Denio  495,  where  the 
damage  was  done  by  the  dog  away  from  the  premises  of  the  defend- 
ant, it  was  held  not  to  be  sufficient  to  render  the  defendant  liable, 
that  the  dog  belonged  to  the  defendant's  hired  man-servant,  who 
kept  the  dog  at  the  defendant's  house  during  the  day  but  took  him 
sway  at  night. 

The  principle  of  that  case  would  seem  to  apply  fully  to  this,  and 
be  an  authority  for  granting  the  fifth  prayer  of  the  defendant,  if 
any  authority  were  needed. 

Finding  no  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  court  below,  we  must 
affirm  the  judgment. 

The  keeper  of  animals  fera  natunB,  facif  liable  without  notice  for  any  dam* 
Ncb  as  lions,  tigers  and  the  like,  is /wtma    age  that  one  may  receiye  from  them. 
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And  in  such  case,  It  is  not  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  in  bis  declaration  to  aver 
negligence  in  theowner  or  keeper,  for  the 
reason,  that  snch  animals  are  hj  nature 
fierce  and  dangerous,  and  their  owner  is 
supposed  to  be  acquainted  with  their 
nature.  See  CongreM  Spring  Co.  v. 
Edgar f  99  U.  S.  645  ;  the  leading  cAse  of 
May  V.  Burdett,  9  Q.  B.  (N.  S.)  101  ; 
and  the  cases  cited  below. 

The  owner  or  keeper  of  animals  man- 
sueict  natum^  such  as  horses,  oxen,  cows, 
sheep,  swine,  dogs,  etc.,  can  on  the  othe** 
hand  only  be  rendered  liable  by  proving 
notice  of  their  mischievious  propensities, 
and  such  notice  must  be  averred  in  the 
declaration. 

There  is,  however,  no  distinction  be- 
tween the  cases  of  keeping  an  animal 
which  breaks  through  the  ordinary  tame- 
ness  of  its  nature  and  becomes  fierce, 
and  is  known  by  its  owner  or  keeper 
to  be  so,  and  the  keeping  of  onc,/mE 
natura  :  Jackson  y.  Sinithsotiy  15  M. 
&  W.  563;  8.  0.  15  L.  J.  Ex.  311  ; 
PoppUwell  V.  Pierce,  10  Cush.  509. 
Prima  facie  he  who  keeps  a  dog  or  any 
other  animal  which  is  ordinarily  of  a 
quiet  and  domestic  nature,  after  notice 
that  such  animal  has  done  hurt,  has 
exhibited  a  fierce  and  threatening  dispo- 
sion  towards  or  has  made  an  attack  upon 
a  person,  biting  or  injuring  him,  is  there- 
upon made  liable  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages :  May  v.  Burdett,  9  Q.  B.  (N.  S.) 
101  ;  Congreaa  Spring  Co,  v.  Edgar ,  , 09 
U.  S.  645 ;  Perkins  v.  Mossman,  44  N. 
J.  L.  579  ;  Pickering  v.  Orange,  I  111. 
338  ;  Kightlinger  v.  Egan,  75  Id.  141 ; 
8.  c.  64  Id.  235  ;  Wormley  Gregg,  65 
Id.  251  ;  Partlow  v,  Haggarty,  35  Ind. 
178;  Durden  v  Bameit,  7  Ala.  169; 
Marsh  V.  Jones,  21  Vt.  378  ;  Dearth  v. 
Baker,  22  Wis.  73  ;  McCaskill  v.  Elliot, 
5  Strob.  196 ;  Murray  v.  Youn^,  12 
Bush  837  ;  Barclay  v.  Leonard,  4  Den. 
500  ;  Campbell  v.  Brown,  19  Pcnn.  St. 
359.  Most  of  the  cases  above  cited 
lay  down  the  rule,  that  the  gist  of  the 
action  is  the  keeping  with  notice  or 


knowledge  of  the  vicious  propensity,  and 
that  an  averment  of  negligence  in  the 
declaration  is  not  necessary.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  are  explicit  upon  this  p<»nt ; 
May  V.  Burdett,  supra ;  Congress  Spring 
Co,  V.  Edgar^  supra ;  Campbell  v. 
Brown,  supra ;  Poppenwell  v.  Pierce, 
supra  ;  Jackson  v.  SnUthson,  supra  ;  Dut' 
den  V.  Bamett,  7  Ala.  169. 

A  man  may  keep  a  dog,  whidi  he 
knows  is  disposed  to  bite,  but  in  sncli 
keeping  he  takes  upon  himself  all  risks, 
and  renders  himself  liable  for  all  inju- 
ries sustained  by  persons  pursuing  tlicir 
ordinary  callings :  Logue  v.  Link  ;  4  £. 
D.  Smith  63 ;  Kelly  v.  Tilton,  3  Eeyes 
263 ;  Stumps  v.  Kelley,  22  111.  140. 

Negligence  of  the  owner  of  an  animal 
will  likewise  render  him  liable ;  and 
when  negligence  is  averred,  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  aver  knowledge  of  mis- 
chievious propensities.  See  Dickson  r. 
McCoy,  39  N.  Y.  400;  Fallon  v. 
O'Brien,  12  R.  I.  518;  Goodman  v. 
Gray,  15  Penn.  St.  188,  where  it  was 
held  that  the  owner  of  a  horse  who  vol- 
untarily permits  it  to  go  at  large  in  the 
streets  of  a  populous  city,  is  answerable 
to  an  individual  who  is  kicked,  without 
proof  that  he  knew  it  was  vicious.  To 
the  same  point,  see  Dickson  v.  McCoy, 
39  N.  Y.  401. 

As  to  the  extent  of  the  knowledge  or 
notice  that  will  charge  the  owner  or 
keeper,  it  would  seem  that  notice  of 
facts  which  would  put  a  careful  and  pru- 
dent man  upon  his  guard,  or  upon 
inquiry,  is  sufficient  notice.  Under  a 
count  alleging  a  ferocious  and  dangeroos 
disposition  in  a  dog,  proof  of  a  knowl- 
edge of  a  dangerous  propensity  of  the 
animal  has  been  held  sufficient :  McCas- 
kill V.  Elliot,  5  Strob.  196.  In  tlie 
words  of  the  court,  per  Wardlaw,  J.. 

To  require  that  a  plaintiff*  before  he  can 
have  redress  for  being  bitten,  should 
show  that  some  other  sufferer  had  pre- 
viously endured  harm  from  the  same 
dog,  would  be  always  to  leave  the  first 
wrong  unredressed,  and  to  lose  sight  of 
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tbe  thing  to  be  proTed  in  addition  to  one 
of  the  means  of  proof.'' 

Notice  to  the  defendant  of  miBchief 
to  mankind  on  a  single  previons  oocagion 
is  safficient.  See  Arnold  v.  Norton^  25 
Conn.  92;  Kittredge  y.  £7/1^^,  16  N. 
H.  77 ;  Sndih  t.  Mik,  2  Stra.  1264. 
Wiiere  tbe  owner  of  a  dog  which  has 
bitten  other  persons,  has  notice  of  the 
fact  and  afterwards  snfTcrs  him  to  he  at 
large,  and  he  hites  the  plaintiflT,  it  is  no 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  action  that  the 
dog  was  generally  inoffensiye.  Buch- 
ley     LeoMrdf  4  Den.  500. 

Knowledge  that  a  dog  allowed  to  mn 
at  large  was  of  a  savagef  and  feroctoas 


disposition  is  not,  however,  of  itself 
sufficient  to  make  the  owner  liable  to  one 
bitten  bj  the  dog.  To  charge  the  owner 
he  most  have  had  knowledge  of  the  dog's 
propensity  to  bite  mankind :  Keighilinger 
V.  Egan^  supra. 

If  the  mere  reading  of  the  principal 
case  were  not  sufficient  to  conTince  one 
of  its  correctness,  as  it  would  seem  it 
must,  the  cases  above  cited  must  render 
its  correctness  beyond  question.  On  the 
whole  it  is  a  very  well  considered  case 
and  entirely  satisfactory  both  on  principle 
and  anthority. 

M.  D.  EWELL. 

Chicago. 


United  States  Circuit  Court ;  District  of  Oregon. 
DUNDEE  MORTGAGE  AND  TRUST  INVESTMENT  CO.  ».  HUGHES. 

Ad  attorney  employed  by  a  mortgagee  to  examine  the  security,  and  who  gives 
his  client  a  certificate  of  title,  is  not  liable  to  a  ftubsequent  assignee  of  the  mortgage 
for  loss  by  reason  of  error  in  the  certificate. 

A.  applied  to  a  money  lender  for  a  loan  of  $3000,  and  offered  his  note  therefor, 
secured  bj  a  mortgage  on  certain  real  property ;  B.,  the  attorney  of  the  money 
lender,  examined  the  title  to  the  real  property  and  furnished  the  latter  a  certificate 
to  the  effect  that  A.'s  title  was  good  and  the  property  unincumbered,  and  thereupon 
the  loan  was  made  on  the  terms  proposed ;  subsequently,  and  before  the  maturity 
of  the  note,  it  was  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  who  foreclosed  the  mortgage  and  sold 
the  property,  when  it  was  found  that  it  was  incumbered  by  a  prior  mortgage,  so 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  realize  the  amount  of  his  debt  by  $4794.35.  Edd,  that 
there  was  no  privity  of  contract  between  B.  and  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  was 
not  liable  to  the  latter  for  the  loss. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

WiUiam      Effinger,  for  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  in  propria  personce. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion,  which  was  delivered  by 
Deady,  J. — This  action  is  brought  to  recover,  among  other  things, 
damages  to  the  amount  of  $5312.35,  for  losses  alleged  to  have  been 
sustained  on  two  loans  on  note  and  mortgage,  amounting  to  $3800, 
vpon  the  certificate  of  the  defendant,  as  an  attorney  at  law,  con- 
cernuig  the  title  of  the  borrower  to  the  mortgaged  premises  and  the 
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condition  of  his  estate  therein.   From  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  legal 
effect  of  the  statement  of  the  first  cause  of  action  in  the  complaint 
as  amended,  it  appears  that    about"  April  28th  1877,  the  Oregon 
and  Washington  Trust  Investment  Company  was  a  corporation 
formed  under  the  laws  of  Great  Britain,  and  resident  in  Dundee, 
Scotland,  and  engaged  in  loaning  money  in  Oregon  upon  note  and 
mortgage ;  that  the  defendant,  who  was  then  a  practising  attorney 
in  this  state,  was  employed  by  said  corporation  to  examine  the  title 
and  condition  of  the  real  property  offered  as  security  by  any  one 
applying  to  said  corporation  for  a  loan ;  that  at  this  time  a  loan  of 
$3000  was  made  by  said  corporation  to  C.  W.  Shaw,  on  his  promis- 
sory note,  payable  to  its  order  on  June  1st  1882,  with  interest,  at 
the  rate  of  ten  per  centum  per  annum,  and  secured  by  a  mortgage 
on  certain  real  property  then  owned  by  said  Shaw,  upon  which 
the  defendant  certified  there  was  no  prior  lien  or  encumbrance ; 
that  on  December  19th  1879,  said  corporation  ^'amalgamated*'  with 
the  plaintiff,  and  "  assigned"  thereto  "  all  its  mortgages,"  includ- 
ing    all  claim,  right  and  interest  to  or  in  or  growing  out  of  this 
loan  to  Shaw,"  and  plaintiff  is  now    the  owner  and  holder  thereof," 
of  which  the  defendant  had  notice;  that  in  1882  the  plaintiff 
requested  the  defendant  ''to  foreclose  said  mortgage,"  and  in  the 
course  of  the  proceeding  therefor  it  was  ascertained  and  determined 
by  the  decree  of  this  court  that  the  same  was  subject  to  a  prior 
mortgage  on  the  premises,  so  that  the  whole  amount  realized  by 
the  plaintiff  on  said  loan  was  $988.25 ;  and  that  said  Shaw  is 
insolvent.    The  second  cause  of  action,  as  appears  from  the  origi- 
nal complaint,  is  upon  a  certificate  given*  by  the  defendant  to  the 
Oregon  and  Washington  Savings  Bank,  another  British  corporation 
engaged  in  loaning  money  in  Oregon  on  note  and  mortgage,  as  to 
the  title  of  property  taken  by  said  corporation,  as  a  security  for  a 
loan  of  poo  made  to  H.  H.  Howard  on  November  27th  1876, 
on  his  promissory  note  payable  on  December  1st  1877,  with  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  centum  per  annum,  to  the  effect  that 
said  Howard  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  same,  and  that  it  was 
unencumbered;  that  in  1883  said  corporation  "found  out"  that 
said  property  was  not  owned  by  said  Howard,  so  that  the  whole 
amount  of  said  loan  was  lost ;  that  Ho^yard  is  insolvent,  and  the 
plaintiff  is  now  "the  assignee"  and  "owner"  of  all  the  "assets"  of 
said  corporation.    The  defendant  demurs  to  both  these  statements, 


DUNDEE  MORTGAGE  CO.  v.  HUGUES. 


199 


for  that  they  do  not  contain  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action. 

In  the  first  statement  it  is  alleged  that  the  loss  arising  from  the 
insufficiency  of  the  security  for  the  loan  was  sustained  by  the  Oregon 
and  Washington  Trust  Investment  Company,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant now  owes  to  said  corporation  the  full  amount  thereof,  to  wit, 
^794.35 ;  and  it  is  also  alleged  that  the  plaintiiT  is  now  the 
owner  and  holder"  of  the  mortgage,  notwithstanding  it  appears 
that  the  same  has  been  foreclosed"  and  merged  in  a  decree  of  this 
court  and  partly  satisfied  from  the  proceeds  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises ;  and  notwithstanding  the  further  allegation  that  the  defendant 

now  owes"  the  amount  of  this  loss  to  the  Oregon  and  Washington 
Trust  Investment  Company.  But  none  of  these  contradictory  alle- 
gations are  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  except  such  as  the  law 
adjudges  to  be  true  [Freeman  v.  Franks  10  Abb.  Pr.  S70),  and 
those  which  are  mere  conclusions  of  law  are  not  thereby  admitted 
at  all:  Branham  v.  The  Mayor,  etc.,  24  Cal.  602;  Hail  v.  Bart- 
ktt,  9  Barb.  297.  This  action  is  brought  upon  the  hypothesis  that 
the  defendant  is  now  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  this  loss,  but  the 
allegation  that  he  *^now  owes"  the  amount  thereof  to  the  Oregon 
and  Washington  Trust  Investment  Company  is  utterly  at  variance 
therewith.  He  cannot  be  liable  on  this  account  to  both  of  them  at 
the  same  time. 

Again,  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendant  guaranteed"  that  the 
Shaw  property  was  clear  of  encumbrance.  But  this  is  a  mere  con- 
clusion of  law,  and  the  facts  stated  do  not  support  it.  Upon  these, 
the  transaction  is  simply  an  employment  of  the  defendant  by  the 
Oregon  and  Washington  Trust  Investment  Company  to  examine 
and  report  upon  the  title  and  condition  of  real  property  offered  as 
security  for  a  loan  by  the  latter.  Prima  facte  there  is  no  element 
of  a  guaranty  involved  in  such  employment.  The  defendant  only 
undertook  to  bring  to  the  discharge  of  his  duty  reasonable  skill  and 
diligence.  He  did  not  warrant  or  guaranty  the  correctness  of  his 
work  any  more  than  a  physician  or  a  mechanic  dbes. 

It  is  admitted  that  if  the  Oregon  and  Washington  Trust  Invest- 
ment Company  had  sustained  a  loss  by  the  negligence  or  want  of 
skill  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  this  matter,  the  right  to  recover 
damages  for  the  same  might  be  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  and  it  could 
maintain  an  action  thereon.  But  taking  the  facts  of  the  case  accord- 
mg  to  their  legal  import,  and  construing  contradictory  allegations 
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according  to  the  law  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  docs  not  sue  as  the 
assignee  of  a  cause  of  action  accruing  to  the  Oregon  and  Washing- 
ton Trust  Investment  Company  during  its  existence  and  ownership 
of  the  Shaw  note  and  mortgage.  The  only  thing  assigned  by  the 
latter  was  this  note  and  mortgage,  and,  nothing  appearing  to  the 
contrary,  presumably  the  consideration  therefor  was  equal  to  its 
par  value.  It  does  not  appear,  then,  that  the  assignor  ever  lost 
anything  by  reason  of  the  incorrectness  of  the  defendant's  certifi- 
cate. Nor  could  the  insuflSciency  of  the  surety  be  absolutely,  if  at 
all,  determined  until  the  maturity  of  the  note  in  1882,  while  the 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff  was  made  in  1879. 

The  only  question,  then,  really  in  this  case  is  whether  the  defend- 
ant is  liable,  on  this  certificate,  to  any  one  but  his  employer,  the 
Oregon  and  Washington  Trust  Investment  Company.  The 
defendant  maintains  that  he  is  not,  while  the  plaintiff  contends  he 
is ;  not  on  the  ground  of  privity  of  contract  between  them,  or  that 
it  was  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  certificate,  or  ever  acted  on  it, 
or  was  misled  by  it,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  certificate  was  a 
necessary  preliminary  to  the  contract  of  loaning,  and  therefore  an 
integral  part  of  that  contract,  operating,  of  course,  as  an  assurance 
or  security  to  the  person  about  to  make  the  loan,  but  as  much  a 
part  of  the  transaction  as  the  mortgage  itself.  This  question  has 
been  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Savings  Bank  v.  Ward^  100 
U.  S.  195.  The  case  was  this :  A.,  an  attorney  employed  by  B. 
to  examine  and  report  on  the  title  of  the  latter  to  a  certain  lot  of 
ground,  certified  that  it  was  "  good,"  upon  which  certificate  B.  pro- 
cured a  loan  from  C,  and  gave  a  mortgage  on  the  property  as 
security.  It  turned  out  that  B.  had  parted  with  the  title  to 
the  property  prior  to  the  date  of  the  certificate — a  fact  that, 
in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  might  have  been  learned  from 
the  records.  The  security  having  proved  worthless,  and  B.  being 
insolvent,  C.  lost  his  money,  and  brought  suit  against  A.  for  dam- 
ages. The  court  held,  in  the  language  of  the  syllabus,  that  there 
being  neither  fraud,  collusion,  nor  falsehood  by  A.,  nor  privity  of 
contract  between  him  and  C,  he  is  not  liable  to  the  latter  for  any 
loss  sustaintMi  I  y  reason  of  the  certificate/*  True,  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Waite,  with  whom  concurred  Justices  Swaynb  and  Bkadley, 
delivered  a  dissenting  opinion;  not  upon  the  general  question, 
however,  but  on  the  special  ground  that  it  appeared  that  A.  gave 
his  client  the  certificate  in  question  with  knowledge,  or  reason  to 
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know,  that  he  intended  to  use  it  in  a  business  transaction  with  a 
third  person,  as  evidence  of  the  facts  contained  therein,  and  was 
therefore  liable  to  such  person  for  any  loss  resulting  from  a  reliance 
on  such  certificate,  in  any  particular,  which  might  have  been  pre> 
vented  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  skill  on  the  part  of  A. 
But  this  is  not  the  case.  The  defendant  prepared  this  certificate 
at  the  instance  and  for  the  use  of  his  client,  the  Oregon  and  Wash- 
ington Trust  Investment  Company,  and  none  other.  Nor  was 
there  anything  in  the  nature  of  the  business  that  informed  him  or 
gave  him  any  reason  to  believe  that  any  other  person  would  be 
called  upon  to  act  upon  it,  or  part  with  any  right  or  thing  of  value 
on  the  strength  of  the  representations  contained  in  it.  Such  a 
certificate  made  at  the  instance  of  the  owner  of  the  property  may 
be  nsed  to  influence  a  third  person  to  mak^  a  loan  thereon ;  but  a 
certificate  made  for  the  information  of  the  lender  is  presumably 
made  for  his  use  alone,  and  when  the  loan  is  made  and  the  security 
accepted  it  is  functuB  officio  —  has  performed  its  ofiice.  The 
defendant  is  liable  to  the  Oregon  and  Washington  Trust  Investment 
Company  for  any  loss  sustained  by  it  on  account  of  any  error  or 
mistake  in  the  certificate,  arising  from  a  want  of  ordinary  profes- 
sional skill  and  care  in  the  preparation  of  it,  and  not  otherwise. 
Bat  be  is  not  so  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  or  any  third  person. 
There  is  no  privity  of  contract  between  them,  or  any  relation 
whatever. 

The  ruling  is  also  maintained  in  Souseman  v.  Girard  M.  B,  ^ 
L  A$$ociationj  81  Penn.  St.  256,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the 
recorder  of  deeds  is  liable  in  damages  for  a  false  certificate  of  title, 
bat  only  to  the  party  who  employs  him  to  make  the  search,  and  not 
to  his  assignee  or  alienee.  And  in  Winterbottom  v.  Wrighiy  10  M.  k 
W.  (Ezch.)  109,  it  was  held  that  although  the  maker  of  a  carriage 
is  liable  to  the  person  for  whom  he  makes  it,  for  any  loss  or  injury 
arising  directly  from  negligence  in  its  construction,  he  is  not  so 
liable  to  any  third  person  who  may  use  the  same,  for  the  reason 
there  is  no  privity  of  contract  between  them. 

The  statement  of  the  second  cause  of  action  is  of  the  same  charac- 
ter as  the  first ;  and  it  is  also  defective  in  not  stating  absolutely 
that  the  certificate  is  untrue.  The  allegation  that  in  1883  the  bank 
^'fonnd  out"  that  Howard  did  not  own  the  property,  is  not  in  form 
or  effect  an  averment  that  he  did  not  own  the  same  and  had  not 
title  thereto  at  the  date  of  the  certificate.    It  does  not  appear  to 
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have  been  "found  out"  in  any  judicial  proceeding  that  the  certifi- 
cate was  untrue  in  this  respect ;  and  while  it  may,  nevertheless,  be 
shown  in  this  action  to  be  a  fact,  it  must  first  be  alleged,  so  that 
issue  can  be  taken  on  it.  Because  in  1883  the  bank  was  of  the 
opinion  that  Howard  had  no  title  to  the  land,  that  did  not  make  it 
so,  and  the  statement  of  that  irrelevant  matter  is  not  an  allegation 
by  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  not  the  owner  thereof.  Neither  does 
it  appear  that  the  bank  ever  made  any  assignment  of  this  note  and 
mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  or  of  and  claim  that  may  have  accrued  to 
it  against  the  defendant  for  a  loss  sustained  by  it  on  account  of  any 
error  in  this  certificate.  The  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  now  the 
"  assignee*'  and  '*  owner*'  of  the  "  assets**  of  the  bank  is  far  too  vague 
and  indefinite  to  include  this  note  and  mortgage,  or  sudh  claim,  if 
there  is  one.  The  owner  of  what  "  assets  ?*'  For  aught  that  appears, 
the  bank  may  have  parted  with  this  note  and  demand  before  the  plain- 
tiff became  the  owner  of  its  assets.  Unless  it  is  shown  when  the 
assignment  was  made  and  that  the  bank  was  then  the  owner  of  this 

asset,"  the  plaintiff  does  not  show  itself  entitled  to  maintain  the 
action,  even  upon  its  theory  of  the  law  and  the  defendant*s  liability. 
The  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  *'  now"  the  assignee  and  owner 
of  the  assets  of  the  bank,  implies,  it  is  true,  an  assignment  at  some 
time,  but  it  cannot  be  assumed  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  that  it  was 
more  than  a  day  before  the  commencement  of  this  action — January 
9,  1884.  But  there  is  no  direct  allegation  in  the  statement  of  any 
loss  on  the  mortgage  or  of  the  facts  necessary  to  show  one.  The 
statement  that  the  loan  was  lost  to  the  bank,  appears  to  be  a  mere 
inference  from  the  fact  that  the  bank  was  of  the  opinion  that  the 
mortgagee  had  no  title.  And  if  there  was  such  allegation,  and  it 
appeared  therefrom  that  the  loss  was  sustained  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendant  is  not  liable  for  it ;  while  if  it  was  sustained 
by  the  bank  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  therefor, 
unless  it  should  further  appear  that  the  right  of  action  thereon 
has  been  duly  assigned  to  it. 

The  demurrer  is  sustained  to  both  statements. 


Liability  of  Attorney  to  Client — 

Advice  as  to  Titles. 

DiUy  of  Attorney, ^KixoTXiQyB  employed 
by  the  parchasers  of  real  property  to  in- 
vestigate the  grantor's  title,  prior  to  the 
purchase,  impliedly  contract  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  And  skill  ip  the  perform- 


ance of  the  undertaking,  and  if  they  are 
negligent,  or  fail  to  exercise  such  rea- 
sonable care  and  skill  in  the  discharge 
of  the  stipulated  service,  they  are  respon- 
sible to  their  employers  for  tlie  loss  occa- 
sioned by  such  neglect  ur  >vant  of  care 
and  skill :  Addison  on  Contracts,  Sth 
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ed.,  593;  Savingt  Bank  t.  WartI,  100 
U.  8.  195. 

Like  care  And  skill  are  also  required 
of  ittorDejs  when  employed  to  investi- 
gate titles  to  real  estate  to  ascertain 
whether  it  is  a  safe  or  snfBcient  secaritj 
for  a  loan  of  mone  j,  the  mle  being  that 
if  the  attomej  is  negligent  or  fails  to 
ezerdse  reasonable  care  and  skill  in  the 
performaDce  of  the  service,  and  a  loss 
results  to  his  employers  from  snch  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care  and  skill,  he  shall  be 
reiiponsible  to  them  for  the  consequences 
of  such  loss :  Addison  on  Torts  (Dudley 
&  Baylies's  ed.)  499  ;  Eotoell  y.  Young, 
5  B.  &  C.  259  ;  Waiton  T.  Mvirhead,  57 
Ffenn.  St.  161. 

So  if  a  person  engages  in  the  business 
of  searching  the  public  records,  examin- 
ing titles  to  real  estate,  and  making 
ibstracts  thereof,  for- compensation,  the 
Uw  wiU  imply  that  he  assumes  to  possess 
the  reqmsite  skill  and  knowledge,  and 
that  he  nndertakes  to  use  due  and  ordi- 
nary care  in  the  performance  of  the  duty, 
and  for  a  failure  in  either  of  these  re- 
spects, resulting  in  damages,  the  party 
injured  is  entitled  to  recover :  Clark  ▼. 
JiarshaU,  34  Mo.  429  ;  Qiase  y.  Heaney, 
70  111.  270.  See  Story  on  Bailments, 
sec.  431. 

If  the  attorney  certifies  that  the  se- 
oirity  is  a  good  one,  he  thereby  war- 
rints  that  the  title  shall  not  only  be 
found  good  at  the  end  of  a  contested 
litigation,  but  that  it  is  free  from  any 
ptlpable  grave  doubts  or  question  as  to 
its  validity :  Page  v.  TnUch,  8  Cent. 
Law  J.  559 ;  8.  o.  8  Chicago  Leg. 
News  385. 

The  examiner  of  a  title  cannot  limit 
bis  liability .  by  an  obscure  certificate, 
without  specially  calling  the  attention  of 
^  other  party  to  it.  If  he  discovers 
that  he  cannot  furnish  a  complete  and 
leliable  abstract,  it  is  his  duty  to  gi-ve 
^  other  party  notice  of  the  fact,  that 
^  roay  «pply  elsewhere ;  otherwise  such 
other  party  will  hare  a  right  to  rely  on 
^  ooinpetency  and  fidelity:  Chate  v. 


Beaney,  70  HI.  270.  But  by  giving  a 
certificate  of  title  he  does  not  become  an 
indemnitor.  He  is  liable  for  lack  of  due 
care  or  diligence,  and  for  ignorance  of 
his  business :  Rankin  v.  Schaffer,  4  Mo 
App.  108. 

The  specific  emplojrment  of  an  attor- 
ney to  examine  a  title  does  not  in 
itself  include  the  duty  or  obligation  to 
satisfy  liens;  it  is  discharged  by  truly 
ascertaining  and  reporting  them :  Joseph- 
thai  V.  Heyman,  2  Abb.  N.  C.  22. 

Said  the  court,  in  Dodd  v.  WiUiams, 
8  Mo.  App.  278 :  **  What  is  a  lien  on 
real  estate  may  be  a  difficult  question, 
in  some  cases,  to  decide ;  but  an^exami- 
ner  of  title  is  bound  to  know  the  state 
of  the  law  on  the  subject,  at  least  suffi- 
ciently to  put  him  on  his  guard ;  and 
where  there  may  be  a  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  whether  snch  or  such  a  recorded 
instrument  is  a  lien,  if  he  choose  to  re- 
solve the  doubt  he  does  so  at  his  peril.'' 
Whenever  the  attorney  of  a  proposed 
mortgagee  has  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
intended  mortgagor  has  been  bankrupt 
or  insolvent,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  attor- 
ney to  make  proper  searches  to  ascertain 
the  fact,  and  he  is  guilty  of  negligence 
for  not  doing  so :  Cooper  v.  Stephenson, 
21  L.  J.  (N.  S.).  Q.B.  292. 

Where  an  attorney  acts  for  a  client 
who  advances  money  on  a  legacy  given 
under  a  will  to  the  borrower,  he  is  not 
justified  in  relying  upon  a  partial  extract 
from  the  will  furnished  by  his  client, 
unless  the  latter  agrees  to  take  the 
responsibility  on  himself:  Wilson  v. 
Tucker,  8  Stark  154.  If  the  examiner 
incorrectly  states  the  quantity  of  land 
previously  conveyed,  he  will  be  liable : 
Clark  y.  Marshall,  84  Mo.  429. 

Privity  of  Contract  Necessary,  —  In 
Savings  Bank  v.  Ward,  100  U.  S.  195, 
referred  to  in  the  principal  case :  A., 
an  attorney  employed  and  paid  solely  by 
B.  to  examine  and  report  on  the  title  of 
the  latter  to  a  certain  lot  of  land,  gave 
over  his  signature  this  certificate :  B.'s 
title  to  the  lot''  (describing  it)    is  good, 
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Aod  the  propertj  istmeDcumbered^** 
with  whom  A,  bad  no  cotitcact  or  com- 
niuiijcatioo,  relied  upon  this  certificate 
m  tme,  and  loaned  mtmey  to  B.,  upon 
the  latter  ciccotiug,  bj  way  of  security 
therefor^  a  deed  of  trutst  for  the  lot*  B., 
bcri>ro  employing  A,,  hod  trauBferred  the 
lot  iti  fee  by  a  duly  recorded  convey- 
ance, a  fact  \^'hich  A.|  on  ejiamiDlng  tbe 
records,  could  have  a^ct'irtahieiJ,  bait  he 
exerciiwd  a  reason ahle  degnic  of  <!are. 
The  money  loaned  was  not  paid,  and  B. 
being  insolvent^  it  wds  AeW,  there  he* 
iDg  neither  frauds  collusion,  or  fal&i^hood 
by  A,,  no  privity  of  tonLroct  he t ween 
him  and  C.,  he  waa  not  liable  to  the 
latter  for  any  losa  suiicaincd  by  reoj^on  of 
the  certiticaie.  See  Msk  y.  Kelttf^  17 
C.  B.  (N.  S.)  194;  Daif  v.  Hrynolds, 
23  Hun  131  ;  B.  C.  11  N.  ^Veckly 
Dig,  196  i  CGmmfmwsalth  v.  Ihrmer^  6 
Pbila,  90, 

A.,  B.  &.  C.  were  employed  m  a  nii^n- 
nfiicturiug  business  in  which  secrecy  was 
esi^entiiil  ;  and  to  insure  their  6<ldity^ 
they  were  required  to  execute  deeds 
under  which  a  portion  of  their  wages  was 
to  be  iiive»(ed  in  tiie  niime  of  a  trusrcCi 
with  a  stipulation  for  dciermining  tlie  en- 
gai^ement  on  giving  two  months'  notice, 
at  tlie  expiration  of  which,  in  the  ca»e  of 
and  C-,  the  money  so  invested  wan  to 
be  paid  over  thm,  but  in  the  cane  of 
A,  J  the  deed  Wfi5  tio  framed  as  to  make 
it  payable  only  to  his  e^ecnlffrs  on  his 
death,  D.j  ihe  attorney  for  tlic  em- 
ployers, lieing  upon  the  premises,  waa 
afked  by  A*  if  be  would  receive  his 
money  if  he  gave  notice  to  quit  the  scr- 
vicc ;  wheren^jon  D.  (not  recollecting 
that  A/s  deed  differed  in  this  respect 
from  those  of  B*  and  C,  though  he 
himself  drew  them  all  aud  hatl  them  in 
his  cui*tody)  aruiwered  in  the  affirmative. 
Upon  receiving  this  infortnntion,  A.  ^&vq 
tiotiee^  but  afterward^:  discovered  that  the 
money  invefited  for  him  could  only  be 
Ifftid  to  his  executors.  Htldj  that  A. 
couM  not  maintain  an  action  against  D. 
^r  tbe  [oas  and  disappointment  sustained 


by  him  in  conseqaence  of  his  acting  upon 
D**$  mistake  :  Fishy,  Kelly,  tupra. 

It  would  seem  that  the  rule  as  to 
privity  of  contract  should,  in  some  in- 
stances, be  modified.  In  Savings  Bank 
V.  Wardj  supra^  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Waits,  with  whom  concurred  Mr.  Jus- 
tice SwATNS  and  Mr.  Justice  Bkadlet, 
in  a  dissenting  opinion,  said :  **  I  think, 
if  a  lawyer,  employed  to  examine  and 
certify  to  the  recorded  title  of  real  pro- 
perty, gives  his  client  a  certificate  which 
lie  knows  or  ought  to  know  is  to  be  used 
by  the  client  in  some  business  transaction 
^\  ith  another  person  as  evidence  of  the 
facts  certified  to,  he  is  liable  to  snch 
other  person,  relying  on  his  certificate  for 
any  loss  resulting  from  his  failure  to  find 
on  record  a  conveyance  affecting  the  title, 
which,  by  the  use  of  ordinary  profes- 
sional care  and  skill,  he  might  have 
found.** 

Itistances  of  Liabilitif, — ^In  Allen  t. 
Ciifk,  7  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  781  ;  II  Weekly 
R.  304,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  certain 
household  property  under  certain  condi- 
tions of  sale,  one  of  which  was  that  the 
purchaser  shoald  take  an  tmder- lease, 
' '  according  to  the  draft  nnder-lcase  al- 
ready prepared,  whiciiwill  be  produced 
at  the  time  of  sale,  and  may,  in  the 
meantime,  be  inspected  at  the  office  of 
11.  ;  but  no  abstract  of  the  vendor's  title 
thereto  shall  be  required,  nor  the  lessor's 
title  objected  to  or  gone  into."  He 
afterwards  employed  the  defendant's  tes- 
tator, an  attorney,  to  complete  the  pur- 
chase, who  failed  to  make  the  required 
search,  or  to  investigate  the  vendor's  title 
or  to  require  the  production  of  the  origi- 
nal lease.  It  subsequently  appeared  that 
the  premises  had  been  previously  mort- 
gaged, and  the  plaintiff  was  turned  out 
of  possession  by  the  mortgagee.  Held, 
that  this  amounted  to  negligence  on  the 
[nxH  of  the  attorney  sufficient  to  maintain 
an  action  against  him. 

If  an  attorney  is  employed  by  Uie  lender 
£0  examine  the  title  of  real  property 
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offered  u  a  Becurity  for  a  ooDtempUted 
lotn  by  the  borrower,  he  is  responsible 
to  the  lender  for  the  correctness  of  his 
opiBion,  although  the  expense  of  the  ex- 
iininatioD  is  paid  by  the  borrower :  Page 
T.  Tnidi,  3  Cent.  L.  J.  559 ;  8  Chicago 
L.  N.  385. 

If  an  attorney  employed  by  a  rendor 
to  lettle  on  his  part  the  assignment  of  a 
tenn,  allow  him  to  execute  an  unnsnal 
covenant  without  explaining  the  liability 
thereby  incurred,  he  is  responsible  to  him 
for  his  oonseqnent  loss,  notwithstanding 
he  is  himself,  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment, aware  of  the  fact  in  respect  to 
which  he  afterwards  incurs  liability  on 
biscorcnant:  StatmardY.  Ullithome,  10 
Bing.  491;  s.  C.  3  Scott  771 

Id  Taylor  t.  BlacUow,  3  Bing.  235, 
the  defendant,  an  attorney,  being  em- 
plojed  to  raise  money  on  mongage  for 
the  plaintiff,  disclosed  to  the  proposed 
lender  certain  defects  in  plaintiiTs  title, 
per  guodf  plaintiff  was  subjected  to 
dirers  actions  at  the  suit  of  the  proposed 
lender,  was  delayed  in  obtaining  the 
monej  he  wanted  and  compelled  to  give 
higher  rate  of  interest.  Held,  that  this 
was  a  breach  of  duty  for  which  an  action 
would  lie  against  the  defendant,  notwith- 
itanding  be  had  been  the  attorney  of  the 
proposed  lender  before  his  retainer  by 
the  plaintiff. 

An  attorney  is  liable  for  a  failure  to 
report  a  judgment  by  confession  against 
property :  Gilman  t.  Hovey,  26  Mo.  280. 

Where  the  declaration  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  retained  the  defendants  as  at- 
torneys in  and  about  ascertaining  the 
title  of  0.  B.  to  certain  lands  and  tene- 
ments, and  to  take  due  and  proper  care 
tbat  "the  same"  should  be  a  sufficient 
•ecarity  for  the  repayment  of  a  sum  of 
Hdd,  that  the  words  **  the  same" 
^  reference  to  the  title  of  G.  K.,  and 
*^re  not  to  be  construed  as  charging  the 
defendants  upon  a  contract  to  inquire 
into  the  yalne  of  the  lands,  and  was, 
^•'cfore,  supported  by  evidence  of  a 
'^'ner  to  inyestigata  the  title  as  a  se- 


curity for  the  repayment  of  the  600/. : 
Hayne  v.  Kkodet,  15  L.  J.  Q.  B.  137  ; 
10  Jnr.  71. 

In  Ware  t.  LewU,  Irish  R.,  4  £q. 
419,  plaintiff  gare  a  sum  of  money  to  a 
firm  of  solicitors  to  invest  upon  freehold 
security.  They  found  a  security  and  in- 
vested the  money  upon  it.  The  security 
turned  out  valueless.  Hdd^  that  the 
giving  of  the  money  to  the  solicitors  for 
the  purpose  of  general  investment  did 
not  of  itself  create  the  relation  of  trustee 
and  cestui  que  trustj  so  as  to  make  them 
liable  as  trustees. 

In  Craig  v.  Watawi,  8  Beav.  427,  a 
solicitor  took  an  insufiBcicnt  security  for 
his  client,  and  the  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion was  such  as  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  created  a  case  of  combined  agency 
and  trust.  He  was  held  (under  the  cir- 
cumstances) personally  responsible  for 
the  deficiency  and  for  the  costs  of  the 
suit. 

And  where  A.  placed  moneys  in  the 
hands  of  her  solicitor,  who  acted  also  for 
her  as  a  money  scrivener,  undertaking 
to  find  securities  for  her,  and  he  placed 
the  moneys  out  on  insufficient  securities, 
misrepresenting  to  her  their  character, 
Held,  that  as  against  him,  if  living,  it 
would  have  been,  and  as  against  his  es- 
tate after  his  death  it  was  not,  a  matter 
for  an  action  for  negligence,  but  a  matter 
of  account  between  principal  and  agent, 
and  the  client  had  a  right  to  reject  the 
charge  for  disbursements  on  the  insuffi- 
cient securities:  Smith  v.  Bxsocke,  8 
Drew.  197. 

Where  it  is  contended  that  the  evi 
dence  fails  to  show  that  at  the  time  the 
abstract  was  made  the  judgment  and 
sale  were  of  record,  it  was  held  that  as 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  officers  to  promptly 
make  the  necessary  records  thereof,  such 
entry  would  be  presumed  to  have  been 
made  :  Chase  v.  Beaney,  70  HI.  270. 

As  to  what  is  sufficient  evidence  of 
negligence,  see  Ireson  v.  Pearman,  3 
Bam.  &  C.  799.  See  generally.  Van 
Schaick  V.  Sigel,  60    How.  Pr.  122  5 
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affirming  s.  c.  58  How.  Pr.  211 ;  Dart- 
nail  V.  Howard,  4  B.  &  C.  S45  ;  KnighU 
V.  Quarlesy  4  Moore  532  ;  Watts  v.  Por- 
ter, 3  El.  &  Bl.  743 ;  Waine  v.  Kemp- 
ster,  1  Fost.  &  F.  695  ;  PbtU  v.  Dutton, 
8  Beav.  493  ;  O'Banlon  v.  Murray,  Ir. 
R.,  12  C.  L.  161. 

A  bill  in  equity  will  not  lie  against  an 
attorney  for  damages  for  negligence  in 
investigating  a  title :  British  Mutual  In- 
vestment Co,  V.  Cobbold,  L.  R.,  19  Eq. 
627  ;  Nancrede  v.  Voorhis,  32  N.  J. 
Eq.  524.  But  otherwise,  if  he  becomes 
a  trustee  to  invest :  Nancrede  v.  FoorAis, 
sttpra.  In  this  case  the  attorney  had 
promised  the  complainant  to  obtain  first 
mortgage  for  her,  and  he  was  held — it 
being  a  case  of  mingled  trust  and  agency 
— accountable  for  the  amount  of  the  en- 
cumbrance on  the  property  prior  to  hers, 
but  not  for  any  subsequent  depreciation 
in  the  value,  caused  by  general  business 
depression,  the  property  at  the  time  being 
shown  to  have  been,  apart  from  the  prior 
encumbrances,  abundant  security. 

To  pass  the  title,  there  being  at  the 
time  a  judgment^  by  default  against  the 
vendor,  the  damages  on  which  have 
not  been  liquidated,  is  not  evidence  of 
a  want  of  ordinary  knowledge  and  skiU 
and  due  caution  :  Watson  v.  Muirhead, 
57  Penn.  St.  161.  And  deeds  recorded 
before  the  grantor  has  any  record  title 
may  be  safely  disregarded  in  examina- 
tions of  title  under  the  system  of  regis- 
tration and  notice  adopted  in  Missouri. 
They  are  not  constructive  notice  to  an 
innocent  purchaser,  and  the  examiner 
is  not  bound  to  look  for  deeds  of  any 
person  through  whom  the  title  passes, 
before  the  date  of  his  record  title  :  Dodd 
V.  Williams,  3  Mo.  App.  278.  See  also 
State  V.  Bradish,  14  Mass.  296  ;  McCus- 
ker  V.  McEvoy,  10  R.  I.  610 ;  Farmers^ 
Loan  ^  Trust  Co,  v.  Makby,  8  Paige  361. 

In  Kimball  v.  Connolly,  S3  How.  Pr. 
247,  it  was  held  that  the  county  clerk  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York  is  not 
liable  for  damages  resulting  from  errors, 
inaccuracies  or  mistakes  in  his  certificates 


of  searches  under  the  act  of  1853,  onlets 
the  loss  to  the  party  by  which  such  dam- 
age accrued  is  the  direct  consequence  of 
such  error  or  mistake.  Thus,  where  the 
owner  of  real  estate,  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  a  loan  of  money  thereon, 
caused  the  usual  written  requisition  to 
the  county  clerk  to  search  for  judjnnents 
against  the  property.,  to  be  delivered  to 
him,  who  made  the  requisite  search,  and 
certified  to  its  correctness  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  thereupon  the  loan  of  money 
was  obtained  on  bond  and  mortgage 
upon  the  premises,  and  subsequently  it 
was  ascertained  that  a  certain  judgment 
upon  the  property  had  been  overlooked 
and  not  returned  by  tlie  clerk,  upon 
which  judgment  the  premises  were  there- 
after sold,  and  the  owner  was  compelled 
to  pay  a  considerable  sum  over  and 
above  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  in 
order  to  compromise  and  settle  the  mat- 
ter. Held,  that  the  county  clerk  was  not 
liable  to  the  owner.  His  loss  occurred 
from  the  non-payment  of  the  judgment, 
and  not  from  the  error  in  the  clerk's  re- 
turn. He  obtained  the  loan  for  which 
he  applied,  and  nothing  was  abated  from 
it  on  account  of  this  encumbrance. 

An  attorney  having  been  retained  by 
two  trustees  about  to  advance  trust  money 
upon  the  security  of  property  already 
mortgaged,  to  see  that  the  security  was 
sufficient  and  that  the  proper  deeds  were 
executed,  one  of  the  trustees  advanced 
moneys  on  the  execution  of  the  mortgage 
without  receiving  an  assignment  of  the 
first  mortgage.  It  having  turned  out 
that  there  was  another  previous  mortgage, 
and  the  security  proved  insufficient: 
Held,  that  there  was  no~ evidence  of  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  attorney,  al- 
though by  the  agreement  which  he  had 
prepared,  part  of  the  money  advanced 
was  to  be  applied  to  the  redemption  of 
the  prior  mortgage  ;  it  not  appearing  that 
the  defendant  was  aware  of  the  trustee's 
intention  to  act  as  he  did :  Brwmhridge 
V.  Massey,  28  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Exch.  59 ; 
32  L.  T.  108. 
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In  Elder  Bogardus,  Lalor's  Snp. 
(S.  T.)  116,  the  declaration  averred 
that  the  attorney  was  retained  to  exam- 
ine the  title  to  certain  premises,  and  to 
procure  an  estat«  in  fee  simple  therein 
to  be  conreTed  to  plaintiff  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  and  assigned  as  a  breach  of 
dntj  that  the  attorney  did  not  procure  a 
good  and  sufficient  title  to  the  fee  simple 
within  snch  reasonable  time,  bat  adrised 
plahitiff  to  purchase  without  having  a 
good  nnincamber«d  and  sufficient  title  to 
the  fee  simple,  by  reason  whereof  plain- 
tiff had  to  pay  a  large  sum  to  release 
incumbrances.  Held,  bad  on  demurrer. 
The  action  appeared  to  be  brought  for 
not  procuring  an  unincumbered  title, 
vhile  the  retainer  was  to  examine  the 
title  and  to  procure  a  conveyance  in  fee 
simple.  The  existence  of  incumbrances 
did  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  acquir- 
ing a  title  in  fee.  The  retainer  did  not 
oorer  the  breach :  Held,  further ^  that  the 
ieclaration  should  have  stated  what  in- 
cumbrances affected  the  premises.  See 
also,  Whitehead  v.  Greedutm,  2  Bing. 
464;  10  Moore  183. 

Statute  of  Limitations, — The  cause  of 
action  accrues  at  the  time  the  examiner 
fails  to  do  what  he  agreed  to  do,  and  not 
at  the  time  when  it  is  discovered  that  the 
certificate  is  untrue  :  Ranhin  v.  Schaeffer, 
4  Mo.  App.  108  ;  Short  v.  AfcCdrthy,  3 
B.  &  Aid.  626  ;  Wilcox  v.  Plummer,  4 
Pet.  172.  Arffoll  r.  Bryant,  I  Sandf. 
98. 


The  gist  of  the  action  is  the  negligence, 
and  therefore  the  statute  of  limitationi 
runs  from  the  time  of  the  negligence, 
and  not  from  the  time  of  the  loss  of 
interest :  Howell  v.  louny,  2  Car.  &  P. 
238  ;  5  B.  &  C.  25«. 

In  an  action  upon  the  case,  against  a 
recorder  of  deeds,  for  damages  suffered 
by  reason  of  a  false  certificate  of  search 
given  by  a  recorder  to  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations begins  to  run  from  the  time  when 
the  search  was  given,  and  not  from  the 
derelopment  of  the  damage,  and  it  it 
immaterial  that  the  party  who  received 
and  paid  for  the  search  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  its  falsity  or  cause  for  inquiry 
until  more  than  six  years  after  it  was 
given.  The  cause  of  action,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
was  the  issuing  of  the  false  certificate. 
The  right  of  action  accrued  to  the  plaintiff 
as  soon  as  it  parted  with  its  money  on 
the  faith  of  it,  and  from  that  period  the 
statute  began  to  run :  Owen  v.  Western 
Saving  Fund,  97  Penn.  St.  47. 

See,  generally,  as  to  the  liability  of 
attorneys  for  advice  as  to  titles.  Weeks 
on  Attorneys  520 ;  Warvell  on  Ab- 
stracts 555-565  ;  Wharton  on  Neg.  751, 
note ;  Shea.  &  Redf.  on  Neg.  U  232, 
233 ;  Addison  on  Contracts  8th  ed.  593 ; 
Addison  on  Torts  (Dudley  &  Baylies*s 
ed.)  499. 

Charles  L.  Billikos. 

Chicago. 
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ABSTRACTS  OF   RECENT  DECISIONS. 

supreme  court  of  the  united  states.* 
court  op  errors  and  appeals  op  maryland.' 
supreme  judicial  court  op  massachusetts.* 
supreme  court  op  missouri.* 
supreme  court  commission  of  ohio.* 

Account. 

Account  Stated — For  what  Opened. — After  the  completion  of  a  build- 
ing  the  owner  and  the  builder  had  an  accounting  and  settlement,  and 
the  owner,  without  making  any  claim  for  damages  caused  by  delay  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  work,  gave  his  note  for  the  balance  found  to  be 
due.  Beldy  that  in  the  absence  of  fraud  in  procuring  the  settlement, 
mistake  in  making  it,  or  ignorance  of  his  rights  when  it  was  made,  the 
owner  could  not  defend  against  the  note  on  the  ground  that  there  had 
been  such  delay  resulting  in  damages  to  him  :  Pickel  v.  St.  Loui$ 
Chamber  of  Commerce  Association^  80  Mo. 

Action.    See  Officer. 

Breach  of  Contract — Composition  with  Creditors, — T.  made  a  contract 
with  H.  for  the  purchase  of  a  large  number  of  shooks,  to  be  delivered 
and  paid  for  in  different  quantities  and  at  specified  intervals  between 
the  Ist  day  of  October  1875,  and  the  last  day  of  February  1877.  On 
the  26th  of  April  1876,  T.  wrote  to  H.  not  to  send  him  any  more 
shooks.  *  Beldy  that  this  action  amounted  to  a  repudiation  of  the  con- 
tract, and  it  entitled  the  seller  to  consider  it  entirely  at  an  end :  Textor 
V.  Hutchins,  62  Md. 

Whether  it  entitled  the  injured  party  to  an  immediate  action  to 
recover  damages  in  respect  to  each  and  every  future  delivery  stipulated 
in  the  contract,  Qusere  :  Id, 

On  the  9th  of  J une  1876,  T.  made  a  composition  with  certain  of  his 
creditors,  including  H.,  by  which  he  agreed  to  pay  in  cash,  to  every 
creditor  accepting  the  agreement,  one-fourth  of  his  claim,  and  to  deliver 
to  him  two  endorsed  notes,  each  for  one  other  fourth;  it  being  stipu- 
lated that  said  cash  and  notes  should  be  accepted  by  the  creditors  in 
full  satisfaction  of  their  respective  claims.  The  claim  of  H.,  as  stated 
by  him,  was  duly  settled  according  to  the  terms  of  the  composition,  and 
did  not  include  any  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  for  the 
shooks.  In  an  action  subsequently  brought  by  H.  against  T.  to  recover 
said  damages,  it  was  held  that  the  action  was  barred  by  the  composition 
proceedings :  Id, 

1  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  opinions 
filed  duriDg  Oct.  Term  1884.    The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  112  U.  S.  Rep. 

«  From  J.  Schaaff  Stockett,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  62  Md.  Rep. 

•  From  John  Lathrop,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  137  Mass.  Rep. 

^  From  T.  K.  Skinker,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  80  Mo.  Rep. 

'  From  E.  L.  De  Witt,  Esq.,  Reporter.  The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  41 
or  42  Ohio  St.  Rep. 


ABSTRACTS  OP  RECENT  DECISIONS. 


209 


Conspiracy — Obtaining  Judgment  in  other  State. — No  action  lies  by 
A.  against  B.  for  conspiracy  between  B.  and  C.  in  obtaining  a  judgment 
against  A.  in  an  action  brought  in  a  court  of  another  state  having  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  parties,  in  which  A.  appeared 
and  answered,  but  was  defaulted,  which  judgment  remains  in  full  force, 
aad  to  satisfy  which  A/s  property  in  that  state  was  sold :  Engitrom  v. 
^ierbum,  137  Mass. 

Admiralty. 

Charter-Party — Stipulation  as  to  Sailing. — The  words  of  the  charter- 
party  were  "  now  sailed,  or  about  to  sail,  from  Benizof,  with  cargo,  for 
Philadelphia/'  Meld,  to  require  that  the  vessel  was  already  loaded, 
whether  she  had  sailed  "  or  was  only  about  to  sail The  HVcMam, 
S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Agent.    See  Evidence. 

Assignment. 

Tort — Assignment  of  Cause  of  Action, — A  cause  of  action  against  a 
railroad  company  arising  under  the  forty-third  section  of  the  Railroad 
Law,  for  double  damages  for  the  killing  of  live  stock,  cannot  be  assigned 
so  as  to  invest  the  assignee  with  the  right  to  sue :  Snyder  v.  Wahashy 
St.  L.  &  Pac.  Ry,  Co.,  80  Mo. 

Bailment. 

Storage^ Property  subject  to  Mortgage-^ Liability  of  Mortgagee. — If  a 
mortgagor  in  possession  of  personal  property  removes  and  stores  it  with 
a  third  person,  who  has  no  actual  notice  of  the  mortgage,  which  is 
recorded,  the  mortgagee,  who  afterwards  is  informed  of  the  removal  and 
storing,  and  expresses  no  disapproval  of  the  same,  is  not  liable  to  such 
person  for  the  charges  for  storage,  although  the  storage  is  necessary  for 
the  preservation  of  the  property,  but  may  maintain  an  action  against 
him  for  its  conversion  :  Storms  v.  Smith,  137  Mass. 

Bank. 

Collateral  Security  for  Note — Lien  for  General  Bnlance. — A  savings 
bank  has  no  lien  upon  the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  stock,  held  as 
collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note,  for  the  general 
balance  due  from  the  maker  of  the  note  :  Brown  v.  New  Bedford  Inst., 
V67  Mass. 

Bills  and  Notes. 

Alteration — Agreement. — A  material  alteration  in  a  note,  made  in 
accordance  with  an  agreement  between  the  maker  and  payee,  does  not 
avoid  the  note  as  to  the  maker,  although  the  change  was  made  some  time 
afler  the  agreement  and  without  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  maker 
that  the  agreement  had  been  made  effective  by  the  actual  alteration  of 
the  note  :  Wardlow  v.  List,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Common  Carrieb. 

Railroad — Excursion  Ticket. — Expulsion  of  Passenger. — The  appel- 
lant purchased  of  an  agent  of  the  appellee  at  a  reduced  rate  of  fare  an 
excursion  ticket,  to  be  used,  between  the  stations  designated,  within 
three  days,  including  the  day  of  sale.    He  made  the  journey  in  one 
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direction,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limi-ted,  he  attempted  tc 
return  on  the  ticket,  \vhich  the  conductor  declined  to  receive  for  hia 
passage,  and  upon  his  refusal  to  pay  the  fare  demanded,  he  was  expelled 
from  the  train.  In  an  action  against  the  railroad  company  to  recover 
diimages  for  such  expulsion,  it  wAs  held  that  the  plaintiffs  rights  were 
linjited  by  the  ticket,  and  he  was  rightly  required  to  leave  the  train 
upon  refusing  to  pay  the  fare  demanded ;  and  after  being  expelled  he 
hud  no  right  to  be  readmitted  except  upon  payment  of  full  fare  for  the 
whole  distance :  Pennington  v.  Fhila,^  WU,  and  Bait.  Rd.  Co..,  62  Md. 

Conflict  of  Laws.   See  Corporation, 

Conspiracy.    See  Action. 

Constitutional  Law.    See  International  L<m. 

Regvlntion  of  Commerce — Duty  of  fifty  cents  for  each  Foreign  Passen- 
gt:r. — The  Act  of  Congress  of  August  8d,  1882,  **  to  regulate  immigra- 
tii^yn/'  which  imposes  upon  the  owners  of  steam  or  sailing  vessels  who 
shiill  bring  passengers  from  a  foreign  port  into  a  port  of  the  United 
States  a  duty  of  fifty  cents  for  every  such  passenger  not  a  citizen  of  this 
<;auntry,  is  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations :  Head  Money  Ca^es,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Though  the  previous  cases  in  this  court  on  that  subject  related  to 
state  statutes  only,  they  held  those  statutes  void  on  the  ground  that 
authority  to  enact  them  was  vested  exclusively  in  Congress  by  the  con- 
gtitution,  and  necessarily  decided  that  when  Congress  did  pass  such  a 
statute,  which  it  has  done  in  this  case,  it  would  be  valid  :  Id. 

The  contribution  levied  on  the  shipowner  by  this  statute  is  designed 
to  mitigate  the  evils  incident  to  immigration  from  abroad  by  raising  a 
fund  for  that  purpose,  and  it  is  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  constitution, 
a  tax  subject  to  the  limitations  imposed  by  that  instrument  on  the  gen- 
eral taxing  power  of  Congress :  Id, 

Corporation. 

Mortgage  of  Charter — Exemption  from  Taxation. — An  act  incorpo- 
rating a  railroad  company  authorized  a  mortgage  of  its  charter  add 
wurks''  and  exempted  it  from  certain  taxation.  After  a  foreclosure  Bale 
under  such  a  mortgage  and  a  reorganization  of  the  company,  Held,  that 
the  franchises  embraced  in  the  mortgage  were  limited  to  those  which 
had  been  granted  as  appropriate  to  the  construction,  maintenance, 
operation  and  use  of  the  railroad  as  a  public  highway  and  the  right  to 
make  profit  therefrom;  that  the  exemption  from  taxation  did  not  extend 
to  the  reorganized  corporation,  and  that  the  right  of  the  purchasers  at  a 
sale  under  the  mortgage  to  organize  as  a  corporation,  even  if  it  had  been 
conferred  in  express  terms  in  the  charter,  would  be  a  right  to  so  organ- 
ise according  to  such  laws  as  might  be  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  actual 
organization,  and  subject  to  such  limitations  as  they  might  impose : 
Memphis  Railroad  Co.  v.  Commissioners,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Foreign  Corporation — Suit  hy — Receiver — Dissolutum. — A  fire  insur- 
ance company  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  is  entitled 
to  bring  an  action  in  a  Maryland  court,  for  the  use  of  the  receiver  of 
&uuh  company,  to  recover  from  a  Maryland  policy  holder  assessments 
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m  hh  preiiiiurii  uciCe  wliere  the  hu\t  h  not  brought  by  mich  reeeiT^r 
ii«  1  ffiL'iiil  ca|jueity ;  Lt/mmin^  Fire  Im.  (h,  v.  Lnn^/r^j  tj2  Md. 

il  19  «oUled  Uw  that  n  corjMiration  miibl  dwi^ll  iu  th^  pkce 
.'.Ltliaii,  liud  CiitKvot  migrate  to  aouthi^r  fiQvereit|Uty.  yt5t  it  niay 
liii^ifiees  in  a! I  placet!  i^'tierc  its  charter  allows  nnU  locnt  luwii  do  not 
m\;  nod  in  ttie  abNenea  of  auoli  pruhibition  by  bout  taws,  iDiiy  innti- 
?  mlib  In  the  courts  of  etatas  utlitir  than  thciAc  under  whote  lawi  it 
been  eMttblisbed  :  Id. 

Jy  iIju  decree  of  court  in  Permeylvaom  a  receiver  was  appointed 
CL  frt?  iiiHuruDce  company  created  uoder  the  laws  uf  tliat.  rUhq.  The 
ree  uImi>  deekred  the  compaoy  to  be  dissolved,  but  at  the  Mnme  lime 
Bffjrred  to  the  act  of  afisembly  under  which  it  was  passed.  Tbjit  act 
ridfnl  that  wheo  an  insuraut?e  corporation  ia  dig*w>lvt;d  the  court 
reeing  mth  diii^nlutioii  may  JippcHut  a.  reeeiver  to  take  charge  of  its 
ets  aiid  coileot  the  debts  and  property  due  and  belnngin^  to  it,  with 
er  10  prosecute  and  defeod  suits  in  thr.  name  of  the  corpora/imt^  or 
itwm,  and  to  do  all  other  acts  which  inight  be  done  by  suuh  corpo- 
tin,  if  in  being*  that  are  noceesarj  for  the  final  settlement  of  the 
iubiied  business  of  the  corporalttju/'  In  an  action  in  Maryland 
j^iii  in  the  name  of  the  corporsitiou  for  the  use  of  tlie  receiver,  it 
Afic/that  the  decree  of  dissolution  was  no  bar  to  the  action :  Id, 

Damages.    See  Equity* 

Equity. 

^imtdidion—Tre*paM — Dtimitfjfe^.— A  court  nf  equity  baa  no  inbe* 
^  power  to  ascartalD  the  amount  of  damages  by  reason  of  tortious  acta 
tt4^iiclc'(l  by  pro£t8  to  the  wrongduer,  There  must  be  some  joint 
rest,  or  interei^t  in  comuioD  of  the  parties  in  the  property  for  a  court 
^uliy  to  a^ess  the  damages :  Atlantie^  Qtal  6b*  t*  Mart^itimi 
il  CV,  62  Md, 

D  a  ca?e  of  trespass  where  no  such  relntioUB  esiFt,  there  in  nu  ground 
a  whieb  ft  court  of  equity  can  set  up  iiny  other  rule  of  damages  than 
E  which  prevails  at  law  :  hK 

'he  right  to  maintain  the  action  of  ^*ar*  cla^isum  frt^if  exists  in  this 
wbeiher  the  defendant  cgnimitted  the  trespass  unwittingly,  or  wil- 
r  and  wantonly :  Id. 

be  owner  of  adjoining  property  ta  held  to  know  the  boundaries 
ireen  bim  and  his  neighbor.  If  he  has  made  a  mistake  hona  Jide  as 
lis  title  or  bouDdariea,  in  mining  coal,  the  loweiit  measure  of  damiigea 
ia  the  value  of  the  coal  immediately  upon  its  conversion  into 
,  without  abatement  of  the  cost  of  severance  i  Id, 
1  ikc  tre^paBS  has  been  committed  through  negligence  or  design, 
itive  dimagea  in  addition  may  be  recovered  :  Id. 
^Duawitting  trespasser,  merely  as  such^  could  not  change  the  amount 
iLs  linbilitj  by  simply  changing  the  forum.  No  lower  measure  of 
t^gea  for  tresspasses  not  negligent  nor  wilful  could  be  substituted 
•^iiity  for  that  fiated  at  law  on  general  priociples  for  such  tres- 

Ekeoeb  and  Appeals. 

Opm(f/n  not  a  part  of  (he  R&^&rd. — Rule  8,  sect,  2^  of  the 
Court  of  the  United  States  requiring  a  oopy  of  any  opinioii 
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that  is  filed  in  a  cause  to  be  annexed  to  and  transmitted  with  the  record 
on  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal,  does  not  make  the  opinion  a  part  of  tb< 
record :  Enaland  v.  Gebhardt,  S.  C,  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Estoppel. 

Consent  to  building  of  WaU — Mistake  of  Fact, — If  A.  is  informed 
B.,  who  owns  land  adjoining  that  of  A.,  that  B.  proposes  to  erect  a  wal 
on  his  own  land  at  his  own  expense,  and  A.  assents  that  the  wall  sbal 
be  built  according  to  the  line  of  B.'s  land  as  established  by  the  survey 
of  C,  A.  is  not  estopped  to  maintain  a  writ  of  entry  against  B.,  afte 
the  wall  has  been  built,  for  land  erroneously  included  in  such  survey 
if,  in  assenting  to  the  building  of  the  wall,  he  acted  under  a  mistake  of 
fact,  and  not  with  intent  to  mislead  B. :  Proctor  v.  Putnam  Mach.  Co, 
137  Mass. 

Evidence. 

Agent* s  Declarations  and  Verbal  Acts, — The  declarations  of  an  ageni 
are  admissible  as  evidence  against  his  principal  only  when  made  whih 
transacting  the  business  of  the  principal  and  as  a  part  of  the  transactioi 
which  is  the  subject  of  inquiry.  Hence,  where  the  baggage-master  of 
a  railway  company,  while  away  from  the  baggage-room  of  the  company 
and  engaged  in  the  transaction  of  his  private  business  on  his  own  prem- 
ises, gave  directions  to  a  stranger  with  reference  to  the  delivery  of 
baggage,  Held,  that  they  were  not  binding  on  the  company :  Citi 
of  Chillicoihe  v.  Eaynard,  80  Mo. 

Executors  and  Administrators. 

Executor  as  Trustee, — The  fact  that  the  same  person  is  both  trustee 
and  executor  under  the  will,  will  not  operate  to  enlarge,  transpose  oi 
transfer  the  powers  from  one  capacity  to  the  other^  but  the  powen 
assigned  to  each  capacity  must  be  executed  by  the  party  in  the  capacity 
to  which  the  powers  are  assigned  :  Long  v.  Long,  62  Md. 

Husband  and  Wife. 

Disappearance  of  Husband — Presumption  of  D^ath — Partition — Pay- 
m^int  of  Share  to  Administrator — Presumption  of  Payment  to  Wife  fot 
her  Support. — In  1864,  Henry  First,  then  a  resident  of  Knox  county, 
Ohio,  absconded,  deserting  his  wife  and  four  children,  and  nothing  was 
ever  heard  of  him  in  that  community  until  he  reappeared  in  1880.  In 
1873  land  in  said  county  belonging  to  him,  in  common  with  others,  wa£ 
partitioned  at  suit  of  co-tenants,  and  his  share  of  the  proceeds  came  tc 
the  custody  of  Brent,  the  clerk  of  the  Common  Pleas.  In  1879,  with  his 
wife's  assent,  the  probate  court  appointed  Bennett  administrator  of  W, 
H.  First,  supposing  that  to  be  the  true  name  of  the  absentee,  and  he 
collected  from  Brent  $174.21,  the  said  proceeds  of  said  partition.  In 
October  1880,  First  demanded  said  sum  from  Brent,  and  on  his  refusal 
to  pay,  brought  suit.  Held :  1.  In  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the  con- 
trary, the  presumption,  from  the  facts  stated,  is  that  the  money  was  paid 
to  the  wife,  who  was  entitled  to  a  year's  support,  on  the  supposition  that 
her  husband  was  dead.  2.  As  she  was  entitled  to  support  out  of  his 
property  during  his  life,  First's  conduct  estops  him  from  claiming  that 
the  payment  to  her  was  unauthorized :  Brent  v.  First,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 
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Ik  FAST. 

\t  ^  Frochfin  A  mi — Attorn  — Appeal —  Cbt/t. — An  t  n  fm  t  brougb  t 
I  f  proch^n  CI mt,  in  ft  court  of  Iftif .  Afterwards  8 b a  cuiplojcd 
\  :jud  requested  birii  to  dbniiss  the  suit,  wbicb  was  accordirfglj 

A  m*3t]on  was  iub^cqueutly  umdc  iu  the  nauje  of  the  infaul  hy  her 
iein  amt,  asking  the  court  to  stnko  tmt  the  eutry  of  off/*  wbicb 
ecD  uiade  in  the  case,  aud  reinj^taie  it  on  the  docket  for  trial.  On 
1  fMm  the  order  of  the  court  overruling  this  motion,  it  won  heith 
^it  the  infant,  until  she  reached  the  a^e  of  twenty -fine  years,  Wiia 
ipetefkt  to  apj:ioint  an  attorney  or  to  take  any  ^tep  in  the  &uil  which 

bind  her  righta-  2.  That  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  by  her 
DU^atiify,  hiti  diamii^sal  of  the  hiilt  was  simply  void.    3.  That  the 

below  was  there  tore  in  error  in  refu^^iug  to  reitiatute  the  case. 
mi  appeal  could  be  taken  from  such  refuenl.  5.  Tliat  it  was 
k  the  power  of  the  infunt^  after  attaiuing  the  age  of  twei»ty-oue 

to  ratify  and  ftpprove  the  act  of  her  attorney.  Where  an  iofant 
\}y  protketn  ami\  the  latter  la  the  only  person  who  is  authorized  to 
mte  the  stiit^  and  is  responsible  for  the  costs.  W*hile  it  is  coinpC' 
ur  rhe  court,  atVer  the  infant  has  arrived  at  the  ape  of  twenty-ouo 
discharge  the  proehein  timi^  and  give  the  infant  control  over 
lit.  it  must  make  such  equitable  order  a©  will  protect  the  proehem 
'tmt  posts  already  incurred  and  relieve  her  from  liability  in  the 
j:  Wmnwritfkt  v.  WilUmson,  62  Md. 

Inter  NATIONAL  Law* 

farcmmU  €tf  Trmttf — Effect  of  Act  of  Congreu  vpou  Maine, — A 
^irimarily  a  eontpact  between  iudependent  nations^  and  depends 
e  enforcement  of  its  provisions  on  the  honw  and  the  interests  of 
tjvernmentfi  which  are  parties  to  it.  If  these  fail^  its  infraction 
lea  the  subject  of  international  reclamation  and  negotiation,  which 
cad  to  war  to  enforce  them.  With  this  judicial  courts  have  nolhiug 
:  HttAd  Money  Cme$,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1S84. 
t  a  treaty  may  also  confer  private  rights  on  citizens  or  Buhjeots  of 
jiitractiug  powers  which  are  of  a  nature  to  be  enforced  itl  a  court 
iticc,  and  which  furnishes  a  rule  of  decision  in  such  caseR.  The 
itutian  of  the  United  States  makes  the  treaty,  while  in  force,  a 
>f  the  supreme  kw  of  thi*  laud  in  all  courts  where  such  rifrhta  are 
trit!t!i  Jii 

t  ia  this  respect,  so  far  as  the  provisions  of  a  treaty  eati  become  the 
ctufjudimal  cognisance  in  the  courts  of  the  country,  they  are  sub- 
tc  luch  aots  as  Congress  may  pass  for  their  enforcement,  muditieation 
f»eal:  Id, 

JoDOaiKNT.    See  Actirm, 
Limitations,  Statute  of, 

ni^n  fjuute  of  Ac f ion, — Whether  a  &uit  hrou^rht  in  one  statfi  on  a 
tjf  action  originating  iu  another  state  is  barred  by  liraitationj  ia  to 
E^nidned  by  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  suit  is  brought :  Stir- 

."^Vrnt^r,  80  Mo. 

MoETGAOK.    See  BaiimmL 
l^^feral  Security — Renewal  of  Debt  without  comeni  of  Morf^a^or* 
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— A  married  woman  mortgaged  her  property  to  secure  the  note  of  hi 
husband  given  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money  to  pay  the  debt  of 
lumber  company,  of  which  he  was  president.  The  money  was  raised  b 
loan  from  an  insurance  company,  on  the  note  of  the  lumber  compan 
at  one  year,  with  the  mortgage  as  collateral  thereto,  and  the  insuranc 
company  had  knowledge  that  the  mortgaged  property  was  designed  b 
the  mortgagor  to  serve  as  surety  for  the  payment  of  the  loan.  Withoc 
the  mortgagor's  knowledge  or  consent,  the  note  of  the  lumber  company 
at  the  end  of  the  year,  was  renewed,  and  soon  thereafter  surrenderee 
cancelled  and  marked  paid"  upon  the  books  of  the  insurance  company 
and  a  new  note,  with  other  and  different  parties,  was  substituted  in  i1 
place,  and  twice  renewed,  and  then  extended,  the  mortgage  being  a 
the  while  held  as  collateral.  Beld,  that  the  mortgage  was  released 
People's  Ins.  Co.  v.  McDonneU,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Municipal  Corporation.    See  Negligence. 

Negligence — Fireworks — Injvry  to  Spectator. — A  city  which  undei 
takes  the  celebration  of  a  holiday,  under  the  authority  of  the  Pub.  Su 
c.  28,  §  13  (which  provides  that  the  city  council  may  appropriate  mone 
for  such  a  purpose),  exclusively  for  the  gratuitous  amusement  of  th 
public,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  by  one  who  sustains  personal  injurie 
through  the  negligence  of  servants  of  the  city  in  discharging  firework 
for  the  purposes  of  the  celebration  :  Tindley  v.  Oity  of  Salem^  137  Masi 

Negligence.    See  Municipal  Cbrporation. 

Indepenclent  Contractor — Supervision  of  Owner.— K  contractor  entere<i 
into  a  written  contract  with  the  trustees  of  an  estate,  by  which  he  agree( 

to  take  down  the  entire  building  known  as  the  A.  house,  belonginj 
to  said  trustees,  or  so  much  thereof  as  the  trustees  may  request;''  ani 
which  also  provided  as  follows :  All  of  said  work  to  be  done  carefully 
and  under  the  direction  and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  trustees.' 
Held,  that  the  trustees  were  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  to  a  thin 
person  by  the  negligence  of  the  contractor,  or  of  his  servants,  in  doiu] 
the  work  named  in  the  contract:  Linnehan  v.  Rollins,  137  Mass. 

Independent  Contractor — Supervision  of  Work — Municipal  Corpora 
tian. — Where  a  city  contracted  for  the  construction  of  a  cistern  eighteei 
feet  wide  and  twenty  feet  deep,  in  a  street,  and  before  the  cistern  wai 
completed  a  horse  fell  into  it  and  was  killed  for  want  of  sufficient  pro 
tection  around  and  over  the  excavation  to  guard  animals  in  the  propei 
use  of  the  street  from  danger.  Held,  that  the  city  was  liable  for  th( 
loss  of  the  horse,  although  it  did  not  reserve  or  exercise  any  control  oi 
direction  over  the  manner  of  doing  the  work,  except  to  see  that  it  wai 
done  according  to  specifications  which  were  a  part  of  the  contract :  Cit^ 
of  Cirdeville  v.  Nending,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Contributory  Negligence —  Crossing  Track — Presumption  that  Company 
is  obeying  Ordinance. — When  a  city  council,  by  ordinance,  prohibitec 
the  running  of  railroad  trains  through  its  limits  at  a  rate  of  speed  greatei 
than  that  named  in  the  ordinance,  a  traveller  upon  a  street,  in  such  city 
crossing  the  track  of  a  railroad,  has  a  right  to  presume  that  the  com- 
pany  will  conform  to  such  regulation.  If  he  acts  in  accordance  with 
such  presumption,  in  the  absence  of  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  rail- 
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id  empmj  h  esoeeditig  ^ueh  liiuit  id  run  Ding  &  tniin^  it  witl  not  of 
M  be  in  act  of  tiegltgeuee  \  Meek  v.  Feau.  Oj-»  3B  Ohio  Ht,  iyiri,  foU 
red  lod  approved,  Tho  infil  jnd^c  did  ool  err  in  BulmLnnttiitlj 
enhg  die  jury  to  lake  into  cnnKidcrfttion  all  tho  objects  und  things 
th^  CDjftsini;  t>f  ihe  railrojid  an4  atreirt,  und  to  consider  whut  wia 
ie  bj  the  dcct^fl^ed  nndcr  all  thci^e  circiimstanoefj  utid  in  mymg 
if  they  found  that  his  act  tun  was  that  of  d  pi^rfion  of  tirdinnrj 
tdenc^e,  ihey  must  also  ind  tliut  be  waf;  not  guilty  c^f  eontributnry 
[iii^enca  :  Ifari      D^j^erenx^  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Cfi nt rihn iory  N^gUgtncf^^ Iiulrpendent  Con tractor^^f^l tgcn ce  €$f 
7f^^  Part  iter  Mhip  — Where  there  in  evideD<je  tendinis  to  jjrove  neg* 
mv^  OD  the  part  Ihe  defenduni,  and  hlsa  evidenet«  fruui  which  tb« 
per  inference  to  be  drawn  as  to  fault  on  the  pfaintlfTfi  prirt  h  doubt- 
,  it  ibould  be  submitted  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  pbintifF 
I  iojured  by  bb  own  fault  or  that  of  the  defeudaut. :  AV%  v,  Jh^ell^ 
or  42  Ohio  St, 

k  contractor  agreed  with  the  owner  of  a  mine  to  do  Certain  work  therein, 
Qwver  engaging  to  furnish  and  put  up  such  prop^t  or  supports  for  the 
f  of  the  mine  as  would  render  the  miners  secure*  whenever  notified  by 
contraetor  that  the  same  were  necea^jiry,  Iltld^  that  although  such 
iee  froin  the  contrnctor  may  not  have  been  received  by  the  owner,  the 
0€r,  if  he  hiid  actual  knowledge  that  such  supports  were  ncccs^^Jtry, 
ame  liable  in  damages  to  an  employee  of  the  eontrnctor,  who^  wiibout 
;ligeDce  on  bis  own  part,  bad  been  injured  while  at  work  in  the  mine, 
ougli  the  want  of  auch  supports  for  tho  roof.  If  the  overseer  of  the 
ae  acted  in  behalf  of  a  partnership  of  which  he  wjib  a  member,  and 
mioe^  nt  the  time  of  the  injury  of  the  emlojee,  wjis  lu  the  occupa- 
I  of  the  firm^  and  the  work  was  being  done  therein  for  the  firm's  mm 
I  beitefit,  the  partnership  will  be  liable  for  the  neglect  to  furnish 
1  put  up  the  supports  necessary  for  the  safety  of  the  con  tractor's 
pbyees:  Id. 

Officbr, 

l\Uk  porter — Aeti&n  on  hit  Bond. — person  whoso  baggage  h&a 
;a  hn  through  the  negligence  of  a  public  porter  licenced  by  the  city 
such,  may  maintain  an  action  on  a  bond  given  by  liim  to  the  city  pur- 
irrt  to  charter  and  ordinaneej  for  the  faithf*il  perforujanee  of  the 
lairementg  uf  the  ordinance  and  the  safe  delivery  of  all  articles 
tusted  to  hifl  care :  City  of  ChUticothe  v*  Ra^nard^  SO  Mo. 

pARTffEHSHfP.  See  Neyligtnee, 
PoesEssinsf, 

Ettatn  for  L{fe  and  m  Rmnninder — Adt^ei'^e  Posgesmon. — The  pos- 
^100  of  a  life  tenant  is  not  adverj^e  to  tho  estate  of  the  remain derman, 
1  he  cannot,  by  his  declarations,  acts  or  claim  of  a  fjreater  or  different 
^te.  make  it  Sidverse,  so  to  enable  himself  or  otherj?  claiming  under 
» t*j  inroke  the  statute  of  J i to i rations :  Keith  v.  AVrVA.  80  >!o. 
^►ceeptancc  of  a  deed  from  the  true  owner  granting  a  life  eatiite  to  the 
^fJkir,  with  remainder  over,  waiv*?*i  any  rights  the  latter  mriy  have 
ttiffld  by  a  former  ndverBe  possess s> ion,  aud  precludes  him  and  thono 
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claimiDg  under  him  from  asserting  that  his  suhsequent  possession  is 
adverse  as  against  the  remainderman :  Id, 

Practice. 

TVial  hy  Court  witJiout  Jury — Review  of  Questions  of  Law —  Waiver 
of  Jury. — In  au  action  at  law,  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  circuit 
court,  waiving  a  trial  by  jury,  in  which  the  record  does  not  show  the 
filing  of  the  stipulation  in  writing  required  by  section  649  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  this  court,  upon  bill  of  exceptions  and  writ  of  error,  cannot 
review  rulings  upon  the  admission  or  rejection  of  testimony,  or  upon 
any  other  question  of  law  growing  out  of  the  evidence,  but  may  deter- 
mine whether  the  declaration  is  sufficient  to  support  the  judgment : 
Bond  v.  Dustin,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

The  filing  of  a  stipulation  in  writing,  waiving  a  jury,  under  section 
649  of  the  Bevised  ^Statutes,  is  not  sufficiently  shown  by  a  statement  in 
the  record  or  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  issue  joined  by  consent 
is  tried  by  the  court,  a  jury  being  waived,"  or  that  "  the  case  came  on 
for  trial  by  agreement  of  parties,  by  the  court,  without  the  intervention 
of  a  jury Id. 

Presumption.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Railroad.    See  Common  Carrier;  Negligence. 

Removal  of  Causes. 

Suit  on  Administrator's  Bond. — Where  the  bond  of  an  administrator  is 
by  law  taken  to  the  state,  but  is  held  for  the  security  of  persons  interested 
in  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  a  suit  thereon,  so  far  as  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  is  concerned,  must  be  treated  as  though 
the  person  for  whose  use  the  suit  is  brought  was  alone  named  as  plain- 
tiflf:  Maryland  v.  Baldwin,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term,  1884. 

Replevin.    See  Tax. 

Set-Off. 

Setting  off  Joint  Judgment  against  Separate  Note. — The  maker  of  a 
separate  note  in  suit  who  holds  an  overdue  joint  note  made  by  the 
plaintiff  and  another  who  are  both  insolvent,  may,  in  equity,  set  off 
the  joint  demand.  The  holder  of  a  promissory  note  who  took  it  after 
maturity  holds  it  subject  to  every  objection,  including  equitable  set-off, 
to  which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  his  assignor.  The  merger  of  a 
debt  into  judgment  is  not  so  perfect  in  equity  as  to  preclude  the  judg- 
ment^creditor  from  resorting  to  the  original  demand  and  the  relations 
of  the  parties  to  it,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  disclose  and 
assert  an  equitable  set-off :  Baker  v.  Kinsey,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Subrogation. 

Deed  of  Trust — Satis/action  hy  Stranger. — Where  a  land  owner,  to 
save  his  land,  pays  a  note  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  a 
former  owner,  upon  which  he  is  not  legally  liable,  the  debt  is  not  thereby 
extinguished ;  he  is  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  holder  as  against  the 
maker :  Allen  v.  Dermott,  80  Mo. 
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VALIDITY  OF  CONTRACTS  IN  RESTRAINT  OF 
TRADE. 

,  Obigin  and  History, 

(a)  Early  English  Cases. 
W  Growth  of  Opinion. 

1.  First  Rdaxation  of  iJie  Old  Rule, 

2.  Ride  in  the  beginning  of  the  Seimt^^ith  Century, 
1  The  Modem  RuU, 

I  Foundation  of  the  Doctrine. 
[L  Interests  of  the  Parties, 
(a|  Affirmative  Vieiv, 

(b)  Negative  View. 

(c)  Injury  to  the  Parties  urnks  Mischief  to  the  Puhlk, 

(d)  H7m7i  Iittercsti  of  Parties  considm^ed, 
^^  Modern  Views* 

(a)  Viem  of  Christiancy,  X 

(b)  Viem  of  Ho  we,  J. 
*  Classification. 

L  General  Restraints, 

(a)  Criterion  of  Validity. 

(b)  Rak  stated. 

(c)  AppUcatio'n  of  the  Ride. 

1,  RtMraintB  extending  everywhere. 
%  Same. — Throughout  the  Realm, 

3.  Same, —  Throughoui  a  State. 
VoLSiomL— 2  a  (ai7> 
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4.  Same, — Throughout  a  large  portion  of  a  State  or  CwnJtri 

5.  Same, — Commerce  upon  the  High  Seas, 

6.  Sams, — Confined  to  Locality ,  but  subject  to  Covenantee? 

selection, 

7.  lime, 

^        8.  Restraints  removable  at  Option  of  Party  bound, 
(d)  Exceptions  to  the  Rule, 

I.  Classification  of  Exceptions, 

II.  Exceptions  considered, 

1.  Where  the  Vendee  reqydres  the  Protection  secured  by  the 
Restraint, 

(a)  Scope  of  the  Principle, 

(b)  Cases  where  applied, 

2.  Restraints  to  put  an  end  to  ruinous  Competition, 

3.  Where  the  Benefits  secured  by  the  Contract  are  Mutual, 

(a)  Agreements  of  Joint- Inventors, 

(b)  To  secure  Benefits  of  an  Invention, 

(c)  To  Labor  exclusively  for  a  particular  Person., 

4.  Contracts  to  protect  Patents^  Trade-Marks  and  Secret 

Processes  of  Manufacture, 

5.  Where  Business  Restrained  is  contrary  to  the  Policy  of 

the  Law, 
VII.  Partial  Restraints. 

(a)  Criterion  of  Validity, 

(b)  Ride  stated, 

(c)  Reasonableness  of  the  Restraint  a  Question  of  Law. 

(d)  Application  of  the  Rule. 

(e)  Presumptions, 

(f)  Consideration. 

Ordinarilt,  persons  who  are  competent  to  contract  are  permit- 
ted to  determine  for  themselves  what  obligations  they  will  assume. 
It  is  only  to  prevent  injury  to  the  public,  that  the  law  interferes 
with  this  freedom  of  contract.  The  promotion  of  the  public  welfare 
is  the  first  consideration  of  the  law.  It  is  the  duty  of  all  courts  of 
justice  to  keep  their  eye  steadily  upon  the  public  interest,  even 
in  the  administration  of  commutative  justice.  Therefore,  any 
action  founded  upon  a  contract,  although  not  expressly  prohibited 
by  positive  law,  which  in  its  operation  would  injure  the  public,  or 
which  contravenes  any  established  interests  of  society,  or  tsonflicts 
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t  the  mortis  of  the  timm,  tsannot  be  maintained*  Thus,  nne 
mot  by  contract  barg:iin  away  his  life  (Wharton*s  Critiitnal 
IT,  (8ih  ed.)  sec*  145;  1  Wharton  on  Cont.,  sec.  480)^  refl train 
dglit  to  liberty/  or  destroy  or  tnatennlly  imjuiir  bis  industrial 
fulness  :  Dakm  v*  Wiliiajng^  1 1  Wend.  07  ;  Whitney  Shtton^ 
Me.  224*  Likewise,  one  cannot,  for  any  crmsideration  wiiai- 
r,  mftke  a  binding  contract  to  abandon  hit  customtiry  culling 
I  never  to  engage  in  it^  again  anywhere*  Such  a  contract  oper* 
I  as  a  restrielion  upon  the  freedom  of  trade,  liejatraints  of  this 
ure  will  be  considered  in  this  article. 

[,  Origin  and  History. — The  law  of  these  contracts,  as  it 
^ti  to-day^  originated  in  England.  It  id  eaid  to  have  liprung 
n  the  English  law  of  apprenticeship:  2  Parsons  on  Cont.  {7th 
\  p.  751.  This  doctrine  was  also  a  principle  of  the  Roman  law 
M..  lib.  5,  c.  2,  sects,  3,  21,  IL  VI L  20,  cited  in  Mitchel  v. 
^mU%,  1  Smithes  Lead*  Cas*  709;  s*  c*  1  P.  Wms,  181) 
11);  but  whether  it  is  recogtiised  in  the  jurisprudence  of  any 
&r  country,  we  are  unable  to  state;  yet  it  is  certain  that  no  t^uch 
leiple  prevails  in  France:  RouuiUoii  v*  Houmllony  L.  R.,  14 
Div*  351 ;  B,  c.  19  Am.  Law.  Reg.  748,  and  note*  Originally 
apprenticeship  law  of  England  was  nnressonably  oppressive, 
it  no  one  could  exercise  any  regular  trade  or  handicraft  except 
r  a  long  apprenticeship,  and,  generally,  a  formal  admission  to 
proper  guild  or  company  was  required.  For  one  to  relinquish 
trade  or  mygtery,  thereforej  *^  was  to  throw  himself  out  of 
ibyment;  to  fall  as  a  burden  upon  the  community;  to  become 
fiuper  f*  2  Parsons  on  Cont.  (7th  ed.)  p.  751*  Hence  it  can 
ly  be  perceived  why  the  earlier  judges  frowned  with  great 
irity  on  such  contracts.'' 

i)  Earftf  English  Caie9. — The  first  reported  case  on  this  sub- 
i  arose  during  the  reign  of  Henry  Y.  (1415),  more  than  four 
tiiriea  ago*  Here  a  dyer  bound  himself  not  to  exercise  his  trade 
half  a  year,  and  in  an  action  for  its  enforcement.  Judge  Hull^ 
^oon  as  he  heard  the  bond  read,  flew  into  a  passion,  swore  upon 


'^Wbdt  coDflderfttion  c«ii  m  mnn  hAve  re!C«iT«d  ideqtaate  to  imprisonm^Tst  at 
Lftbor  for  lite  t  It  is  going  but  one  itep  furttiifr  lo  make  an  Agreement  to  be 
^>  I  pfiieamc  no  Of^e  would  be  hardy  enough  to  ask  the  court  to  enforce  8ni:;h 
i{jrF<ment  ;  yet  the  primuple  is,  in  both  fascB*  the  sfime:*^  per  Tilgiiman,  J*, 
'*n{th  V,  Ofmnt^mcakhf  14  S.  &  R*  (Fenn*)  BB  ;  Wlmrt.  on  Crim.  PI*  k  Tr., 
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the  bench,  and  expressing  himself  with  more  fervor  than  decency, 
declared  in  bad  French,  that  if  the  plaintiff  were  in  court  he  shoulc 
go  to  prison  until  he  had  paid  a  fine  to  the  king:  *'Per  DieUy  91  h 
plaintiff  fut  icy^  il  irra  al  prison  tang  il  ut  fait  fine  al  Roy''— 
By  God,  if  the  plaintiff  were  in  court  he  should  go  to  prison  till 
he  had  paid  a  fine  to  the  king ; — Year  Book,  2  Henry  V.,  fol.  6,  pi 
26,  cited  in  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds^  1  P.  Wms.  181 ;  Lange  v.  Wtrk^ 
2  Ohio  St.  626,  627  ;  Beard  v.  Dennis,  6  Ind.  202.  And  as  laU 
as  the  eighteenth  century  (1711),  Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  refer- 
ring to  this  judge's  great  displeasui-e,  said  that  he  could  not  "bul 
approve  the  indignation  that  judge  expressed,  though  not  his  man- 
ner of  expressing  it:"  Mitchel  y,  Reynolds,  1  P.Wms.  181  (1711). 

The  next  case  in  point  of  time  is  Colgate  v.  Racheler,  Cro.  Eliz. 
872,  Owen  143,  where  one  bound  himself  to  abstain  from  the  use 
of  his  trade  of  haberdasher,  for  a  certain  time.  Anderson,  J., 
affecting  much  surprise  that  one  should  be  so  foolish  as  to  give  sucb 
a  bond,  put  the  absurdity  of  the  undertaking  thus:  "I  miglit  as 
well  bind  myself  not  to  go  to  church.** 

(b)  Growth  of  Opinion, 

1.  First  Relaxation  of  the  Old  Rule, — Hence,  the  old  rule  was 
that  all  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  however  limited  in  their 
operation,  were  void.  But  as  English  civilization  advanced,  com- 
merce extended,  the  avenues  of  trade  and  employment  multiplied, 
competition  increased,  the  severity  of  the  apprenticeship  la?? 
abated,  thus  the  reasons  for  the  stringency  of  the  old  rule  had 
in  a  large  measure  disappeared,  and  that  fact  very  soon  received 
judicial  recognition.  The  first  innovation  on  the  old  rule  was 
made  in  Rogers  v.  Parry,  2  Bulstr.  136,  where  it  was  expressly 
declared  that  one  may  well  bind  himself  to  abandon  bis  trade  foi 
a  certain  time  and  in  a  certain  place.** 

2.  Rule  in  the  beginning  of  the  Seventeenth  Century. — Thia 
modification  was  very  soon  adopted  in  other  cases.  As  early  as  the 
year  1621  the  principle  is  thus  announced :  "  Upon  a  valuable  con- 
sideration one  may  restrain  himself  that  he  will  not  use  his  trade 
in  such  a  particular  place;  for  he  who  gives  that  consideration 
expects  the  benefit  of  his  customers;  and  it  is  usual,  here  in 
London,  for  one  to  let  his  shop  and  wares  to  his  servant,  when 
he  is  out  of  apprenticeship,  as  also  to  covenant  that  he  shall  not 
use  that  trade  in  such  a  shop  or  in  such  a  street ;  so,  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  and  voluntarily,  one  may  agree  that  he  will  not 
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le  hiB  trailo  for  volenti  non  jit  injuria:**  Broad  ?-  Jolt^e^  Cra. 
ie»  596.  See,  In  this  connectiaii,  JelUet  \\  Broad^  Noy  98; 
'miin^U  r,  Gow^  Aleyn  67 ;  Vlei-k  v.  Tuilort  of  Exeter^  8 

8.  TAe  Meiem  Rule, — From  time  to  tirae,  a&  tbe  social  con- 
tioQ  cimngeJ,  a  Tnore  liberal  view  hm  been  applied  to  the^e  Wm\n 
contracts.  An*l  it  is  not  because  they  are  uny  more  Ieg«l  and 
iffjrceable  at  thb  time  than  they  were  in  the  days  of  Henry  V.j 
It  becauje  the  courts  look  diflferently  at  the  quc-Htion  as  to  what  is 
restraitit  of  trade:  Prmhury  Finfia\  IH  Mo.  50;  Lotig  v, 
bir/,  42  Id.  545;  Shraiytka  v.  Scharrimjhauim^  8  ilo,  App, 
lo.  The  leading  case  of  Mitckel  v.  Jlq/nolih,  1  P.  Wm3» 
51  ;  0.  1  Siniih'a  Lend  Cws»  705,  contains  a  very  thorough 
^pofitton  of  the  whole  suhject^  and  has  been  aubatantially  fol- 
ued  in  mo#t  M  subsequent  cases,  (See,  also.  Parsons  on  ConL 
th  ed.)  751;  2  Addison  on  Cont.  (1883),  B.  V.  Abbott*s 
>t€e,  bottom  page  737;  2  Wharton  on  Cont,  sect  430;  Smith 
\  Cont.  (5th  ed.)  180;  2  Chitty  on  Cont  082;  Bavtg  y. 
fium,  5  T.  R.  118  ;  Bun  v.  Guy,  4  Eaat  190 ;  Gale  v.  Reed,  8 
I.  80 ;  Hat/ward  Younff,  2  Chitty  407  ;  Sryson  v.  White^ 
tad,  1  Simmons  k  S,  74;  Ifoiner  v.  Ashford,  3  Bing,  322; 
happel  T*  Brockway^  21  Wend»  157).  In  Miichd  r*  Bet/- 
}hh,  it  was  decided  that  a  bond  conditioned  not  to  exercise 
eertain  trade  "within  a  particular  parish'*  was  good;  but, 
)&erved  Chief  Justice  Paeker,  who  delivered  the  opinion^ 
nhere  it  is  given  not  to  exercise  a  trade  throughout  the  king- 
it  is  had/*  This  last  remark  has  not  escaped  criticism* 
HRISTIANCY,  Xj  of  tbc  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan,  in  an  elabo- 
ite  opinion,  clearly  shows  that  the  observmtion  of  the  learned 
aglisb  judge  is  not  always  infallible ;  tbat  there  may  have  been 
uch  reason  for  mating  sucli  a  declaration  more  than  a  century 
id  a  half  aga»  but  he  seriously  questions  whether  such  a  principle 
is  e7er  applicable  to  our  condition :  Beal  v.  Chase,  31  Mich.  519, 
20*  Judge  Howe,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin,  has  also 
iken  the  same  advanced  ground:  Kellogg  v.  Larking  3  Finney 
^Vi»;)  123 ;  B.  c.  3  Chandler  (Wis,)  133.  And  Judge  Coolet  has 
JCpresged  himself  likewise:  Article  in  Am.  Ry.  Age,  April  26th 
884,  on  "  The  Popular  and  Legal  View  of  Railway  Pools.*'  But 
hatever  different  views  may  prevail  as  to  the  propriety  of  allowing 
licse  con  tracts  J  the  general  rule,  as  deduced  from  the  cases,  is  that 
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all  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  whose  operation  is  general,  ai 
unenforceable  (see  authorities,  supra^  and  also  Thomas  v.  Miles 
Adm.,  3  Ohio  St.  274  (1854);  Sedge  v.  Lowe,  47  Iowa  137  (1877] 
Lange  v.  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  519  (1853) ;  Mossop  v.  Mason,  18  Gi 
Ch.  (Ont.>453  (1871);  s.  c.  17  Id.  360  (1870);  s.  c.  16  Id.  30 
(1869);  Kennedy  v.  Lee,  3  Mer.  440-452  (1817);  Caswell  ^ 
Gibbs,  33  Mich.  331  (1876);  Gale  v.  Beed,  8  East  80  (1806) 
Einde  v.  (?ray,  1  M.  &  G.  195  (1840);  s.  c.  1  Scott  N.  R.  123 
Feltz  V.  Mchele,  62  Mo.  171  (1876) ;  Saratoga  Co.  Bk.  v.  Kim, 
44  N.  Y.  87  ;  Curtis  v.  Gokey,  68  Id.  300  (1877);  s.  c.  6  Hu 
555  (1876);  Pierce  v.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  223;  s.  c.  5  Am.  Dec 
102);  but  to  this  general  rule  there  are  a  few  exceptions  whic 
will  be  hereafter  noticed. 

II.  Foundation  op  the  Doctrine. — The  reasons  of  the  rul 
may  well  be  inferred  from  what  has  already  been  said.  Publi 
policy  is  its  corner-stone.  The  public  demands  that  there  shall  b 
no  restraints  upon  industry.  The  industrial  maxim,  that  "  compe 
tition  is  the  life  of  trade*'  is  the  foundation  of  the  doctrine;  *Hhere 
fore,*'  say  those  who  believe  implicitly  in  the  maxim,  "whateve 
destroys  or  even  relaxes  competition  is  injurious  if  not  fatal  to  it' 

The  general  principles  which  govern  contracts  in  restraint  oi 
trade,"  said  the  Supreme  Court  of  California  :  in  Wright  v.  Ryder 
36  Cal.  342,  357  (1868),  "are  well  settled  both  in  Englan( 
and  the  United  States.  They  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  th< 
public  welfare  demands  that  private  citizens  should  not  be  allowed 
even  by  their  own  voluntary  contracts,  to  restrain  themselves  unrea 
sonably  from  the  prosecutions  of  trades,  callings,  or  professions,  o\ 
from  embarking  in  business  enterprises,  in  the  promotion  anc 
encouragement  of  which  the  public  has  an  interest."  The  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Oregon  Steam  Nav.Co.  v.  Winsor,  2( 
Wall.  67  (1873),  per  Bradley,  J.,  states  the  reasons  of  the  rule  as 
follows :  "  There  are  two  principal  grounds  upon  which  the  doctrine 
is  founded  that  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  is  void  as  against 
public  policy.  One  is,  the  injury  to  the  public  of  being  deprived 
of  the  restricted  party's  industry;  the  other  is,  the  injury  to  the 
party  himself  by  being  precluded  from  pursuing  his  occupation  and 
thus  being  prevented  from  supporting  himself  and  family.  It  is 
evident  that  both  of  these  evils  occur,  when  the  contract  is  general, 
not  to  pursue  one's  trade  at  all,  or  not  to  pursue  it  in  the  entire 
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nlm  or  eotmtrjr.  The  country  suffers  ttie  loss  in  both  casoa ;  and 
he  party  is  deprived  of  hii  occupatioi],  or  is  obligcil  to  expatrmt« 
imsoJf  in  order  to  follow  it»  A  contract  that  is  open  to  such  grafe 
bjectioni  ii  clearly  against  public  policy/* 
Tiie  lodividual  as  well  as  the  public  would  suiter  injury  by  the 
aforcH^ment  of  §ucU  contracts.  Tke  loss  to  society  of  a  I'aluiiUle 
timber  is  a  great  public  injury.  The  capacity  of  an  indiviilual  to 
nxluco,  constitutes  his  value  to  the  public.  That  branch  of  indus- 
y  in  wiiich  he  haa  been  educated  and  to  which  he  has  devoted  hm 
icrgies,  Is  supposed  to  be  the  one  in  which  ht  can  render  the 
featest  profit,  both  to  himself  and  the  public.  The  fruits  of  his 
hou  belong  immediately  to  himself,  but  madiately  to  the  public, 
id  go  to  swell  the  aggregate  of  national  wealth.  Therefore/'  as 
i%e  HowE  once  remarked  {Kellogg  Larkin^  3  Finney,  (Wis*) 
■A,  150)  :  "  the  law  says  to  each  and  every  tradesman,  you  shall 
it^  for  a  present  sum  in  hand,  alien  your  right  to  pursue  that  call- 
g  by  which  you  can  produce  the  most,  and  add  the  roost  to  the 
[blic  wealth,  and  compel  yourself  to  a  life  of  supinencss  and  inac* 

or  to  labor  in  some  department  less  profitable  to  the  state. 
Qd  if  a  man,  mindful  of  hii  own  gain  alone^  but  not  of  the  public 

will  bargain  with  you  to  that  effect^  you  are  held  discharged 
m  such  bargain^  because  of  the  advantages  that  will  arise  to  the 
blJc  from  so  holding/*  **  Competition  in  trade/*  remarked  the 
iprerae  Court  of  New  Jersey,  is  encouraged  by  the  law,  and  to 
ow  any  one  to  use  means  established  and  intended  for  the  public 
od  to  promote  unfair  advantages  amongst  the  people  and  foster 
'lies,  is  against  public  policy,  and  should  not  be  permitted/' 

I'lier  V.  Th€  Pmmyhania  lltL  Co,,  3  N*  J.  Law  (B  Vroom) 

Bacon  declared  that  such  a  contract  was  "  agjvinst  the  public 
ocL  rlcprived  the  party  of  his  means  of  livehhood^  enabled  masters 
lay  hardships  upon  their  servants  and  apprentices  ;  and  tends  to 
pression/'    2  Bacon's  Abridg.,  p.  29 

Chapman,  J.,  of  the  Massachusetts  Supreme  Court,  eaid  :  The 
w  h&e  always  regarded  monopolies  aa  hostile  to  the  rights  and 
teres ts  of  the  public.  One  method  of  obtaining  them  in  early 
BCi  WM  by  a  grant  from  the  sovereign  to  a  particular  individual 
the  sole  right  to  exercise  a  particular  trade.  The  mischief 
ising  from  these  monopolies  became  so  intolerable  that  the  prac- 
was  suppressed  by  a  clause  in  Magna  Ckarta,    *     *     *  * 
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Another  method  by  which  these  monopolies  were  sought  to  b 
obtained,  was  by  private  contracts,  in  which  one  of  the  partie 
agreed  not  to  engage  in  some  specified  trade  or  business.  Taylo 
V.  Blanchard,  13  Allen  370  (1866). 

Judge  Morton,  in  the  leading  American  case  of  Alger  v.  Thache 
19  Pick.  (Mass.)  50,  s.  c.  31  Am.  Dec.  119,  with  note,  in  ai 
exhaustive  and  thoroughly  considered  opinion,  states  the  reason 
of  the  rule  as  follows :  "1.  Such  contracts  injure  the  partie 
making  them,  because  they  diminish  their  means  of  procuring  live 
lihoods  and  a  competency  for  their  families.  They  tempt  improvi 
dent  persons,  for  the  sake  of  present  gain,  to  deprive  themselves  ol 
the  power  to  make  future  acquisitions  ;  and  ihey  expose  such  per 
sons  to  imposition  and  oppression.  2.  They  tend  to  deprive  th 
public  of  the  services  of  men  in  the  employments  and  capacities,  oi 
which  they  may  be  most  useful  to  the  community  as  well  as  them 
selves.  3.  They  discourage  industry  and  enterprise,  and  diminisl 
the  products  of  ingenuity  and  skill.  4.  They  prevent  competitioi 
and  enhance  prices.  6.  They  expose  the  public  to  all  the  evils  oi 
monopoly."  This  case  is  followed  in  36  Cal.  342  ;  54  N.  H.  519  : 
42  Mo.  549 ;  40  Me.  230.  Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  the  great  cm 
oi  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds^  says,  the  contracts  work  mischief,"  1st,  t( 
the  party  by  the  loss  of  his  livelihood,  and  the  subsistence  of  hit 
family ;  and  2d,  to  the  public,  by  depriving  it  of  a  useful  member 

Another  reason  is  the  great  abuses  these  voluntary  restraints  are 
liable  to;  as,  for  instance,  from  corporations  who  were  perpetuallj 
laboring  for  exclusive  advantages  in  trade,  and  to  reduce  it  into  a< 
few  hands  as  possible ;  as,  likewise,  from  masters  who  are  apt  to  give 
their  apprentices  much  vexation  on  this  account,  and  to  use  manj 
indirect  practices  to  procure  such  bonds  from  them,  lest  they  should 
prejudice  them  in  their  custom  when  they  come  to  set  up  for  them- 
selves." 3d.  Because,  in  a  great  many  instances,  they  can  be  of 
no  use  to  the  obligee ;  which  holds  in  all  cases  of  general  restraint 
throughout  England, — for  what  does  it  signify  to  a  tradesman  in 
London  what  another  does  at  Newcastle?  And  surely  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  fix  a  certain  loss  on  one  side  without  any  benefit 
to  the  other."  1  P.  Wms.  181  (1711).  In  commenting  upon 
the  first  reason  assigned  by  Parker,  C.  J.,  in  holding  these 
contracts  void,  Judge  Howe,  in  Kellogg  v.  Larkin,  3  Pinney  189, 
observed  :  "  The  opportunities  for  employment  are  so  abundant 
(in  this  country),  and  the  demand  for  labor  on  all  sides  so  pressing 
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md  tirgent,  and  the  supply  so  limited,  tjiat  I  touch  question,  were 
ire  to  consider  the  quesuon  as  rei  intef/ra^  if  we  dieuld  hiA  initlior- 
ltd  to  hohl  [bat  a  mm  bad  endangered  hia  own  Uvelihood  and 
:he  Eiibf^isfeDce  of  bis  family  by  an  ngreeincnt  fibieh  merely 
ixctudfif  him  from  exerciaing  the  trade  of  a  biiiekiimith  or  a  sho©- 
D:iker,  leaving  all  the  other  departments  of  mechnniral,  ngricul* 
urul  and  commercial  industry  open  to  hiin.  And,  while  we  have 
10  privileged  classes  here,  but  iitt!e  intlividiial  and  loss  a^soeifi ted 
sapital,  and  while  our  resourcee  are  m  imperfectly  developed,  while 
be  avenues  to  enterprise  are  so  multiplied,  so  tempting^  and  so 
'emtinerative,  giving  to  labor  the  greatest  freedom  from  competition 
rith  ciipitaK  perhaps,  that  it  has  yet  enjoyed,  I  question  if  we 
kive  much  to  fear  from  attempts  to  secure  exclusive  advantage  in 
rade^  or  to  reduce  it  lo  few  hands.  While  so  much  rerrjiiina  to  be 
tone  that  all  hands  can  do>  I  question  if  the  better  way  to  foster 
udlvidtisl  effort  be  not  to  secure  it  the  greatest  possible  freedom, 
fither  to  direct  it  to  any  particulai-  calling  or  to  abandon  that  calling 
0  another  for  an  equivalent," 

And^  in  referring  to  the  3d  reason  of  Pareer,  C.  X,  Judge  Hows 
sontinues ;  "  I  apprehend  it  would  be  thought  a  dangerous  precedent 
ffere  llie  court  to  annul  any  other  voluntary  bond  for  which  a  volun- 
iiry  consideration  had  been  received,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was 
>f  no  me  to  the  obligee*  *  *  And  certainly  I  do  not  understand 
»by  that  should  be  called  a  certain  loss  on  one  side»  when,  for  what 
Ehe  piirty  baa  abandoned,  he  has  received  an  ample  equivalent.  If 
the  loss  is  supposed  to  arise  from  a  total  want  of  consideration,  or 
Prom  its  inadequacy,  these  are  distinct  grounds  of  interference/* 
Kdkijg  V*  Larkin^  3  Pinney  124. 

IIT.  Interests  of  the  Paeties, — Thus  far  it  will  be  seen^ 
that  the  interests  of  the  parties  have  been  considered  in  determining 
the  validity  of  these  contracts.  But  whether  their  interests  should 
betaken  into  account,  there  is  a  contrariety  of  opinion. 

(a)  Affirmative  Ftm,— Judge  Mortok,  in  the  leading  case  of 
Al^tTY.  Thatchtr^  19  Pick*  51*  declared  that  such  contracts  injure 
thp  p4'Lrties  making  themj  because  they  diminish  their  means  of  pro- 
citnng  livelihoods  and  a  competency  for  their  families ;  they  tempt 
improvident  persons,  for  the  sake  of  present  gain,  to  deprive  them- 
selves of  the  power  to  make  future  acquisitions,  and  expose  such 
parlor)  to  imposition  and  oppression,*'    Lord  Macclesfield  spoke 

ViiL,  XXX  in.— 29 
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of  them  as  working  mischief  to  the  party  by  the  loss  of  his  liveli- 
hood and  the  subsistence  of  his  family."  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds^  1 
P.  Wms.  181.  Bacon  denounced  them,  because  they  "  deprived 
the  party  of  his  means  of  livelihood,  enabled  masters  to  lay  hard- 
ship upon  their  servants  and  apprentices,  and  tended  to  oppression." 
2  Bac.  Abr.  299. 

(b)  Negative  View. — But  Chapman,  J.,  of  the  Massachusetts 
Supreme  Court,  asserts  that  the  law  protects  trade  for  the  sake 
of  the  public,  and  not  for  the  sake  of  the  parties  engaged  in  it." 
Taylor  y.  Blanchard,  13  Allen  (Mass.)  370  (1866).  And  Seldkn, 
J.,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  regards  the  idea  of  con- 
sidering the  interests  of  the  parties  as  absurd.  The  principles  of 
public  policy,"  says  he,  which  lie  at  the  foundation  of  this  rule, 
would  seem  to  be  too  obvious,  and  yet  we  find  it  urged  in  many  of 
the  cases  as  an  objection  to  the  contract,  that  it  tended  to  deprive 
the  person  bound  of  the  means  of  obtaining  a  livelihood,  as  though 
the  personal  interest  of  the  contracting  party  had  something  to  do 
with  the  doctrine.  *  *  *  It  is  clear  that  the  validity  of  the 
contract  does  not  depend,  in  the  slightest  degree,  upon  the  question 
whether  it  is  beneficial  or  otherwise  to  the  party  bound.  The 
interests  of  the  public  alone  were  considered  in  the  adoption  of 
the  rule.*'  He  says  the  rule  is  founded  upon  the  importance  of  the 
freedom  of  every  citizen  to  engage  himself  "  in  that  department  of 
labor  in  which  his  personal  efforts  will  be  likely  to  add  most  to  the 
aggregate  productions  of  the  country,"  and  upon  the  requirement 
of  public  convenience — "  that  all  the  various  trades  and  employ- 
ments of  society  should  be  pursued  each  in  its  due  proportion,  a 
result  with  which  the  exclusion  of  any  individual  from  his  accus- 
tomed pursuits  has  a  tendency  to  interfere."  Latvrence  v.  Kidder, 
10  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  641  (1851).  This  may  be  considered  a  leading 
case. 

(c)  ^Injury  to  the  Party  works  Mischief  to  the  Public. — But 
whichever  of  the  above  views  we  adopt,  it  is  clear  that  a  contract 
which  is  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  the  parties,  as  above  indi- 
cated, is  also  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  the  public.  For  if  any 
individual,  by  contracts,  disposes  of  his  means  of  subsistence  and 
that  of  his  family,  society  feels  the  consequences.  He  and  his 
family  become  subjects  of  public  charity,  and  the  public  is  deprived 
of  the  fruits  of  his  labor.  The  policy  of  the  courts  is  to  give  as 
much  freedom  as  possible  to  the  individual.      Let  men  make  their 
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ro  bargains/'  is  the  doetriDO.  It  is  not  often  ihni  rmn  wilfully 
ii  deliberatelj  enter  into  contracts  prejudicial  to  ilmr  own  iatur- 
ti.  And,  when  they  do,  courts  never  interpose  solely  for  lh« 
tercstfl,  of  the  parties  directly  concerneil,  but  because  of  tho  injury 
the  itatSi  These  contracts  take  the  party  from  his  trade,  thus 
rpnving  himself  and  the  public  of  t!ie  skiU  which  he  has  acquired 
his  business ;  and  we  should  remember  tliat  us  Urge  a  number 
skilled  men  as  possible  is  a  desirable  element  in  a  eoontry  which 
rives  for  commercial  supremacy.  Therefore,  it  Is  clear,  that  when 
idge  Bhadlky  assigned  as  one  of  the  reasons  why  these  con^ 
acts  sbould  not  be  suatainerl,  that  ^^lUe  injury  to  the  party  himself 
r  being  precluded  from  pursuiug  his  occupation,  and  thus  being 
revetited  from  supporting  himself  and  family,"  he  means  that  the 
irties  by  bringing  mischief  upon  themselves,  affect  the  public 
ijuriously,  and  this  is  the  reason  why  such  contracts  are  against 
ublic  policy. 

(d)  When  InteregtM  of  the  Parties  comidered. — On  tte  other 
:ind,  we  shall  hereafter  see  that  the  interests  of  the  parties  are  not 
iwaja  i( holly  disregarded,  although  subservient  to  that  of  the 
ublie*  Thus  contracts  contemplating  the  same  restrd,int  may  be 
alid  or  invalid,  according  to  the  circumstance  which  induced  the 
arties  to  enter  into  them^  *ind  merely  because  the  interests  of  the 
oveuaotees  required  them.  But  here,  aa  in  all  contracts  of  this 
ature.  the  public  welfare  is  first  considered,  and  if  it  is  not  involved, 
ml  the  interests  of  either  party  will  be  better  promoted  by  them^ 
ti£r  sigreements  will  he  enforced  ;  whereas,  if  their  interests  do  not 
emand  tbem,  the  courts  will  declare  the  contract  void*  WhtUaker 
,  Bnw€.  3  Beav,  S83,  394  (184'1);  Beal  v.  Chmt,  31  Mich,  400 
t875);  RnUMulhn  v.  Romsillon,  L.  R-  Ch.  DivJ351  (187f));  s.  o. 
9  L  J,  Ch.  (H.  SO  m  ;  42  L,T.  (N.  S.)  6T9 ;  28  W,  R.  623  ; 
^mburif  V.  FfAhej\  18  Mo.  50  ;  Cullahan  v,  DormoUi/,  45  Cal. 
52  (1872j;  Oregon  Strnm  J^avigation  Oo.  v,  Wimor,  20  WalL 

IV*  MoFKEN  Views, — ^As  has  already  been  indicated,  in  refer- 
to  the  origin  and  history  of  the  law  governing  these  contracts, 
more  liberal  view  is  steadily  growing  in  favor  of  them,  and  able 
a'tgea  have  queMioned  the  reasons  for  holding  them  void*  The 
taxiaii    cotnpetition  is  the  life  of  trade/*  is  the  foundation  of  the 
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doctrine.  To  the  common  people  and  to  those  who  have  impli 
faith  in  the  axiom,  the  reasons  for  pronouncing  such  contracts  yc 
have  lost  none  of  their  original  vigor.  Their  instinctive  ha 
of  monopoly  still  prevails.  But  learned  judges  have  doubt 
that  competition  always  advances  commercial  enterprises.  Jud 
Maule  once  remarked  that,  were  the  question  res  Integra^  he  shou 
strongly  incline  to  doubt  whether  the  interests  of  commerce  be  real 
promoted  by  the  prohibition  of  such  contracts.  "Many  perso 
who  are  well  informed  upon  the  subject,  entertain  an  opinion  th 
the  public  would  bo  better  served  if,  by  permitting  restrictions 
this  kind,  encouragements  were  held  out  to  individuals  to  emba 
large  capital  in  trade,  and  that  it  would  be  expedient  to  allow  parti 
to  enter  into  any  description  of  contract  for  that  purpose  that  th< 
might  find  convenient."  Proctor  v.  Sargent^  2  Scott  N.  R.  28 
302  (1840) ;  s.  c.  2  Man.  &  G.  20  ;  see,  to  same  effect,  Palmer 
Stebbins,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  188  (1825). 

(a)  Views  of  Christiancy,  J. — In  referring  to  the  objectii 
that  such  contracts,  if  sustained,  fostered  idleness,  Judge  Chri 
TIANCY,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan,  remarked  that,  in  tl 
country,  at  this  time,  where  a  change  of  occupation  is  too  comm< 
to  excite  remark, — where  merchants  become  manufacturers,  ai 
lawyers  farmers,  and  farmers  traders, — not  because  they  receive 
consideration  for  doing  so,  but  because,  with  larger  opportuniti 
for  observation  than  they  had  at  first,  they  have  fully  satisfied  thei 
selves  that  such  changes  will  be  for  their  advantage,  as  oftentim 
they  prove  to  be, — any  rule  of  law  which  should  assume  that  oi 
who  for  a  consideration  bargains  not  to  follow  his  previous  businef 
thereby  bound  himself  to  idleness  and  penury  to  the  detrime 
of  the  state,  would  be  a  rule  absurd  in  itself  and  contrary  to  genei 
experience  and  observation.  "  On  the  contrary,"  says  he,  "  whe 
such  a  contract  is  the  result  of  fair  bargaining,  the  reasonable  pi 
sumption  is,  that  each  party,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  whi( 
are  within  his  own  intimate  knowledge,  was  able  to  see  how  tl 
bargain  was  to  result  to  his  advantage,  and  that  the  party  resignii 
the  business  did  not  do  so  without  being  fully  satisfied  that  he  w 
receiving  full  equivalent,  which  would  be  more  advantageous  to  hi 
than  the  property  and  the  bueiness  sold.  And  where  a  man  h 
fully  decided  to  sell  his  business  to  take  up  another,  can  there  1 
any  reason  of  state  policy,  why  he  should  be  precluded  from  ba 
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;£unlDjfor  ibe  additioiial  oonaidamtioE  he  can  obtain,  by  a^^reemg 
lot  to  engtgc  in  the  mim  biiJime«8  ?  If  a  niaa  can  sell  hm  hnmmm 
br  t€ti  thousand  dollars  only,  bat  the  ptirchaaor  will  give  twice  aa 
Buch  in  case  the  seller  will  agree  not  to  engage  in  a  ruinous  com- 
leuiion  with  him,  what  interest  hiis  thu  public  in  donning  to  the 
«Uer  the  right  of  seliing  for  this  additional  aum^  or  in  releasing 
lira  fpota  his  bargain »  if,  after  he  haa  received  it,  he  shall  cool  I  j 
cpiiiiiate  this  portion  of  the  contract,  while  be  keepa  the  conbidera- 
loo  he  haa  received  for  it?    *    *    *    And  ii  certainly  can  be 

0  3t)ffieit*nt  objcjction  to  such  a  con  tract,  that  it  may  poasibly  result 
a  OUL*  party  going  beyond  the  state  limits  to  engage  in  the  same 
mmss  anew.  What  if  it  shall  do  so  ?  Are  our  tntereats  as  a 
!ate  30  petty  or  ejecftisive  and  our  policy  so  narrow  and  invidious, 
mt  we  frame  rules  to  keep  people  within  the  Btaie  contrary  to 
jeir  inclination^  or  when  it  would  be  for  their  interest  to  go  else* 
Iiorc  ?  Yet  this  narrow,  illiberal  and  excluBlve  policy  must  cer- 
inly  be  relied  upon,  if  the  tendency  of  a  contract  to  induce  ti 
(utracting  party  to  leave  the  state  is  to  defeat  the  contract.  If 
Lch  a  position  is  sound,  then  a  contract  made  in  this  state  for  the 
fncm  of  a  citizen  at  Chicago^  or  any  other  point  outside  the 
ate,  should  be  treated  as  void  here,  because- depriving  the  state 

'  the  benefit  that  might  flow  from  the  industry  of  one  of  Its 
tizena !    Or,  to  take  a  case  still  more  exactly  parallel ;  Partners 

1  trade  at  Superior  City  might  divide  their  stocks^  and  one,  for  a 
tasidcration,  agree  that  he  would  remove  bis  share  across  the  river 
»  Duluch,  and  not  again  engage  in  the  business  at  Superior  City  ; 
It  this  agreement,  though  perfectly  reasonable,  considered  with 
t&mice  to  the  individual  only,  would,  on  this  doctrine,  be  void, 

'  a  state  policy  which  has  come  down  to  us  from  semi- 
.  or  less  enlightened  times,  when  governments  w^ere  accus- 
Hued  to  prohibit  artizans  from  leaving  the  realm,  and  gold  and 
ilver  from  being  exported,  is  supposed  to  be  violated  by  the  transfer 
t  the  industry  and  capital  of  a  citizen  across  a  river  into  another 
tat*."    Bml  V.  Chase,  31  Mich.  490, 

tb)  Ftetm  of  IlowE,  J. — In  referring  to  the  maxim  that  "Com- 
'«titit>n  is  the  life  of  trade,"  Judge  HowE,  of  the  Supreme  Court 
nVisconsin,  remarked;  **But  I  apprehend  that  is  not  true,  that 
*'<*!Bf*etJtion  is  the  life  of  trade/  On  the  other  hand,  that  maxim 
'  of  the  least  reliable  of  the  host  that  may  be  picked  up  in 
^^^^^naarket  place.    It  is,  in  fact,  the  shibboleth  of  mere  gambling 
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speculations;  and  is  hardly  entitled  to  take  rank  as  an  axiom  in 
the  jurisprudence  of  this  country.  I  believe  universal  observation 
will  attest  that  for  the  last  quarter  of  a  century  competition  has 
caused  more  individual  distress,  if  not  more  public  injury,  than  the 
"want  of  competition.  Indeed,  by  reducing  prices  below,  or  raising 
them  above  values,  competition  has  done  more  to  monopolize  trade 
or  to  secure  exclusive  advantages  in  it,  than  has  been  done  by  con- 
tract. Rivalry  in  trade  will  destroy  itself ;  and  rival  trades,  seeking 
to  remove  each  other,  rarely  resort  to  contract,  unless  they  find  it 
the  cheapest  mode  of  putting  an  end  to  strife Kellogg  v.  LarkiUy 
3  Pinney  124,  150. 

However  valuable  these  observations  may  be  to  the  profession, 
they  can  be  considered  but  mere  dicta^  coming  from  able  judges, 
and  reflecting  the  sentiment  of  a  class  of  thinkers  considerably  in 
advance  of  the  notions  of  a  majority  of  judges  who  have  given 
opinions  upon  this  subject,  as  an  examination  of  the  adjudged  cases 
will  show. 

EUGBNB  McQuiLLIN. 

St.  Louis,  Mo; 

(^Toht  concluded  in  May  No.) 


RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

High  Court  of  Justice.    Chancery  Divinon. 

SNOW  V.  WHITEHEAD. 

Houses  belonging  to  A.  and  B.  adjoined  one  another.  A.  allowed  water  to  col- 
lect in  his  cellar  so  that  it  found  its  waj  into  B.'s  cellar  which  adjoined,  but  was 
somewhat  deeper.  Heldf  that  A.  was  liable  to  paj  damages  to  B.  for  the  injury  so 
done  to  him.    Ballard  v.  Tomlinson^  26  Ch.  D.  194,  differed  from. 

Trial  of  action. 

This  was  an  action,  the  main  object  of  which  was  to  enforce 
the  provisions  of  a  covenant  affecting  certain  land,  to  the  effect 
that  no  house  should  be  erected  upon  any  part  of  the  land  of  a 
less  value  than  4002.  Damages  were  also  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  following  grounds :  In  constructing  one  of  the  houses 
(referred  to  as  B.  in  the  evidence)  on  the  land  in  question,  the 
defendants  excavated  the  ground  so  as  to  form  a  cellar,  and  put 
pipes  to  carry  off  the  water  which  were  not  connected  with  any 
drain.    The  rain  came  down  these  pipes,  flowed  into  the  cellar, 
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d  oolleeted  there  in  a  eonsiilernblc  pool.  The  plaintiiT  built  a 
ii*e  adjoining  this  house  of  the  doft^niiuntg.  The  water  in  tho 
ol  never  touched  the  party* wall.  The  pkinti(f  had  a  cellar  of 
J  mxi  under  the  house  adjoining  B.,  which  waa  iomewhat  deeper 
in  tlie  ctUar  under  B*,  and  the  water  which  the  defendants  aMo^reiJ 
collect  in  the  cellar  of  the  house  B.  found  it^  way  into  the  cellar 
the  plaintiff's  adjoining  house,  and  he  was  put  to  some  expense 
getting  rid  of  this  water  which  so  came  to  the  cellar  of  Im  house- 
le  plainiif  made  a  claim  m  this  action  for  damages  for  tho  injury 
done  to  him. 

The  mmn  question,  m  to  whether  the  houses  erected  upon  the 
^d  were  in  conformity  with  the  covenant,  turned  upon  the  evi* 
ace. 

As  to  the  damage  caused  by  the  water,  an  important  question 
Dse  in  oonsequence  of  the  recent  decision  in  Ballard  Tomlin* 
28  Ch.      194,  hy  Mr.  Justice  Pbarsoit. 

G-rahum  Hastingi^  Q.  C,  and  Fryer^  for  the  plaintiffs, 

Rohumn^      C*,  and  Boomsy  for  the  defendant. 

Kat^  in  a  written  judgment  (after  reviewing  the  evidence), 
cided  that  the  covenant  as  to  the  value  of  the  houses  had  not  been 
ianred  by  the  defendants,  and  then  proceeded  to  deal  with  the 
leBtion  aa  to  the  percolation  of  the  water.  After  stating  the  facts 
above,  his  lordship  proceeded  as  follows  ; 

The  question  is  whether  that  was  a  wrong,  and  on  the  part  of 
^fendant  I  was  referred  to  the  case,  before  Peaksok,  J.,  of  Bal^ 
rd  ?♦  Tomlimm,  26  Ch»  Div.  194,  as  deciding  that  it  was  not  a 
rong  in  law  in  respect  of  which  an  action  would  lie-  I  have  read 
jlX  case  more  than  once  with  very  great  interest  and  attention, 
Hfith  aU  respect  to  the  learned  judge  who  decided  it,  I  aoi 
early  of  opinion  that  I  am  bound  by  authorities  of  great  weight, 
wl  not  only  of  considerable  antiquity,  but  also  decisions  of  higher 
ihunals,  which  seem  to  me  inconsistent  with  that  decision.  The 
w  3«  very  ancient,  and  is  expressed  in  the  maxim,  "  Sie  utere  tua 
■  aliitnum  non  Jcedas^''  In  the  old  case  of  Tmant  v.  Goidwg^  X 
ilk*  21,  360,  it  is  stated,  "the  plaintiff  declared  that  he  was  pos- 
eied  of  a  cellar  contiguous  to  the  defendant  a  privy,  and  parted 
f «  Wall,  part  of  the  defendant's  house,  which  the  defendant  debxiit 
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et  solebat  reparare ;  and  that  for  want  of  repair  the  filth  of  the 
privy  ran  into  his,  cellar,  &c. ;  and  after  a  writ  of  inquiry  it  was 
moved  in  arrest  of  judgment  that  this  being  a  charge  laid  upon 
the  owner  himself,  the  plaintiff  should  have  shown  a  title  by  pre- 
scription ;  Bed  non  allocatur^  for  it  is  a  charge  laid  on  the  defendant 
of  common  right  which,  by  law,  he  is  subject  to.  As  one  is  bound 
to  keep  his  cattle  from  trespassing  on  his  neighbor's  ground,  so  he 
must  a  heap  of  dung,  if  he  erects  it."  Holt,  C.  J.,  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  saying :  "  The  reason  he  gave  for  his  judgment  in 
the  principal  case  was  because  it  was  the  defendant's  wall  and  the 
defendant's  filth,  and  he  was  bound  of  common  right  to  keep  his 
wall  so  as  his  filth  might  not  damnify  his  neighbor ;  and  that  it 
was  a  trespass  on  his  neighbor,  as  if  his  beasts  should  escape  or  one 
should  make  a  great  heap  on  the  border  of  his  ground  and  it  should 
tumble  and  roll  down  upon  his  neighbor's.  That  the  case  might, 
indeed,  possibly  be  such  that  the  defendant  might  not  be  bound  tc 
repair,  as  if  the  plaintiff  made  a  new  cellar  under  the  defendant's 
old  privy  or  in  a  vacant  piece  of  ground  which  lay  next  the  old 
privy  before,  in  such  case  the  defendant  must  defend  himself.  Bui 
that  cannot  be  the  case  here,  for  then  he  could  not  be  bound  tc 
repair,  and  upon  the  words  debet  reparare  he  must  be  acquitted 
on  the  trial.  But,  on  the  other  side,  if  A.  has  two  houses  and  the 
house  of  office  on  the  one  is  contiguous  to  the  cellar  of  the  other^ 
but  defended  by  a  wall,  and  he  sells  this  house  with  the  house  of 
office,  the  vendee  must  repair  the  wall ;  so  if  he  keeps  this  and  selh 
the  other,  he  himself  must  repair  the  wall  of  the  house  of  office,  foi 
he  whose  dirt  it  is  must  keep  it  that  it  may  not  trespass."  Thai 
case  was  considered  with  several  other  decisions,  which  are  all 
referred  to  in  the  judgment  in  Uplands  v.  Fletchery  L.  R.,  8  H.  L 
330,  which  was  a  case  of  a  man  making  a  reservoir  on  his  own  lane 
near  to  a  neighbor's  mine  and  the  water  which  was  introduced  int( 
the  reservoir  breaking  through  some  of  the  shafts  flooded  the  mine 
and  there  Lord  Chancellor  Cairks,  in  giving  judgment,  stated  th< 
principles  upon  which  he  thought  that  case  should  be  determined, 
and  in  doing  so  referred  to  the  judgment  delivered  in  the  same 
case  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn,  which,  in  effect,  was  that  th< 
neighbor  who  has  brought  something  on  his  property  which  waj 
not  naturally  there,  harmless  to  others  so  long  as  it  is  confined  tc 
his  own  property,  but  which  he  knows  to  be  mischievous  if  it  get£ 
on  his  neighbors,  *^must  keef  it  in  at  his  peril,"  and  should  be 
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jeiJ  to  make  good  tlie  d&tnage  which  enBues  if  he  dom  not  suc- 
-    i  III  cotiGnmg  it  to  his  owd  property. 

Tho^  imthoritlea,  which  are  of  the  highest  posBible  kind,  have 
mognisedi  and  again  and  again  affirmed,  the  rule  that  any  one  who 
briDgs  on  his  land  that  which,  in  &  natural  Btate  of  the  land,  would 
not  be  there — whether  it  be  filthy  or  water,  or  anything  else — m 
baund  to  keep  it  there,  and  answerable  if  it  escapes  in  any  way  and 
itijiires  the  land  of  a  neighbor^  unless  it  bo  owing  to  the  neigh  bar  *i 
default.  It  would  be  very  easy*  perhaps,  to  draw  some  kind  of 
difitioctioa  between  Ballard  TamHmm  and  those  authorities, 
but  I  am  entirely  unable  to  see  any  distinction  in  principle*  The 
ihort  facta  of  that  case  were  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
were  the  owners  of  adjoining  iands,  and  each  having  on  his  land  a 
well  of  a  depth  of  three  hundred  feet.  The  distance  between  the 
wells  was  ninety-nine  yards,  the  plaintifT'a  land  being  at  a  lower 
level  than  the  defendant  a.  The  defendant  turned  sewage  from  his 
house  into  his  well,  and  it  polluted  tlie  water  in  the  plain  tiff's  welL 
The  defendant  did  not  observe  the  rule  that  having  brought  upon 
hii  land  filth  he  was  bound  to  keep  it  there^  and  to  Kee  that  it  did  not 
get  in  any  way  whatever  on  to  his  neighbors  land.  The  argument 
in  that  ease  seemed  to  be  that  the  defendant's  polluted  water  would 
not  ha  ire  got  to  the  other  well  if  his  neighbor  had  not  taken  water 
out  of  his  own  well,  and  that  by  taking  water  out  of  his  well  he 
drew  the  water  from  his  neighbor*©  well  on  to  his  own  land  through 
his  neighbor  s  land  ;  but  he  had  a  right  to  pump  as  much  water  as 
he  liked  from  his  own  welL  It  has  been  decided  that  if  a  man 
pumps  water  from  his  own  land,  and  by  so  doing  drains  his  neigh- 
bor's well  dry.  there  is  no  wrong  or  harm  in  respect  of  which  his 
neighbor  can  maintain  an  action.  But  if  one  neighbor  poisons 
his  own  land  so  that  anybody  in  the  natural  use  of  his  well  on 
afljoining  land  has  that  poison  coming  into  the  water  in  his  well, 
can  it  be  said  that  the  man  who  so  poiaons  his  land  to  the  injury 
of  his  neighbor  is  keeping  in  the  filth  which  he  is  bound  to  keep  in, 
m  that  it  does  not  escape  i  I  am  not  able  to  draw  any  material 
distinction  between  the  casa  ot  Ballard  v.  Tomlimon  and  the  other 
authorities  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  I  therefore  prefer  to  fol- 
low the  welKknown  case  of  Tenant  v*  Goldiiig^  and  the  series  of 
cases  down  to  Ryland^  v.  FktcheTy  which  affirm  very  distinctly  the 
propositioii  that,  as  an  application  of  the  maxim,  niere  tuo  ut 
aliejium  7wn  t<pda$^''  any  one  who  collects  upon  his  own  land  water 
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or  aaything  else  which  would  not  in  the  natural  condition  of  tl 
land  be  collected  there,  ought  to  keep  it  in  at  his  peril ;  and  tha 
if  it  escapes,  he  is  liable  for, the  consequences.  This  case  seems  i 
mo  to  come  within  that  principle.  The  matter  is  no  doubt  a  triflin 
one,  and  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  been  right  upon  the  other  point, 
should  not  have  encouraged  him  in  maintaining  an  action  in  th 
division  of  the  High  Court  for  so  slight  an  amount  of  damag 
stated  to  be  between  three  pounds  and  four  pounds.  I  assess  tl 
damages  at  three  pounds.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  water  whi( 
collected  in  the  cellar  of  the  house  erected  by  the  defendants  wj 
not  kept  there  by  them  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  but  that  it  perc 
lated  and  got  into  the  cellar  of  the  plaintiff's  house  adjoinii 
thereto,  and  that  seems  to  me  to  be  a  wrong  within  the  decision  i 
Rylandi  v.  Fletcher,  I  accordingly  order  that  the  defendants  c 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  three  pounds  as  damages. 


The  foregoing  case  appftrently  decides 
that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  es- 
cape of  the  water,  without  any  proof  of 
negligence  on  his  pare,  and  the  language 
of  Rifiands  v.  Fletcher,  quoted  in  the 
opinion  of  Kat,  J.,  seems  to  support 
that  proposition.  If  so,  it  is  not  univer- 
sally agreed  to  in  America,  and  Rylands 
V.  Metcher  has  not  been  always  approved, 
to  its  whole  extent,  at  least.  For  many 
very  respectable  courts  hold  that  a  per- 
son who  lawfully  collects  water  on  his 
own  premises  for  his  own  legitimate  use, 
as  the  mill-owner  who  raises  a  pond  on  a 
running  stream,  is  not  liable  to  an  owner 
below,  if  the  dam  breaks  away  and  floods 
his  premises,  unless  the  owner  of  the 
dam  has  been  guilty  of  negligence,  either 
in  the  original  erection  or  subsequent 
preservation  of  such  dam,  and  that  such 
negligence  must  be  affirmatively  shown 
by  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  create  such 
liability.  Such  seems  to  be  the  view 
held  in  Livingtton  t.  Adams,  8  Cow. 
175;  Losee  v.  Bucha-ian,  51  N.  Y. 
476  ;  Marshall  v.  Wellwood,  88  N.  J. 
(Law)  839  ;  Hoffman  v.  Toulumne  Co, 
Water  Co,,  10  Cal.  418;  Garland  y. 
Towne,  55  N.  H.  55  ;  Todd  v.  CocAe//, 
17  Cal.  97  ;  Everett  v.  Hydraulic  Flume 


Co,,  28  Cal.  225  ;  Lapham  v.  Curtis, 
Verm.  371,  and  some  other  cases. 

But  of  course,  where  such  mle  pr 
vails,  the  degree  of  care  and  prudeni 
required  of  the  millowner  must  be  pr 
portioned  to  the  circumstances  of  ea< 
case,  and  his  dam  must  be  properly  coi 
stmcted  and  maintained  for  that  partici 
lar  stream,  and  if  the  latter  is  known 
be  subject  to  extraordinary  and  seve: 
freshets,  he  must  construct  his  dam  in 
manner  naturally  calculated  to  withstai 
such  extraordinary  freshets  as  weU  i 
otliers,  even  though  they  may  occur  i 
very  irregular  intervals  and  only  on< 
in  several  years:  Grayv,  Harris,  IC 
Mass.  492.  And  see  Mayor  of 
York  V.  Bailey,  2  Denio  433.  Or,  i 
stated  in  Shrewsbury  v.  Smith,  1 2  Cusl 
177,  the  owners  of  a  dam  are  r 
sponsible  for  that  degree  of  care,  ski 
and  diligence  in  the  construction  an 
maintenance  of  their  dam  which  men  < 
common  and  ordinary  prudence  won) 
exercise  in  their  own  affairs  in  refei-eiM 
to  similar  subjects,  or  such  as  a  ma 
would  use  if  he  owned  the  dam  and  ali 
the  property  below. 

On  the  other  haod  a  more  stringei 
mle  has  been  sometimes  applied  in  sue 
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dmi  Willi  appfobiition.    Tbiu  it  was 

ht-lil  in  Skffdr^  V.  The  Fift^  AuotiaUM, 
106  Mam.  l&St  timt  the  perioti  who  for 
fiU  «iirx^  p^H'^i^  bringi  on      landf  anij 

do  ouAcMef  if  it  escnpei^  xuqsI  keep 
[t  ID  At  hii  ;  and  if  Ue  does  noi  do 
ip.  he  is  ^rima  facie  atisweribl**  for  ftti 
in  Age  which  la  tJie  nfttar&l  eocie- 
,     .1-'  ofsi^ch  tacape/' 

Atid  ihii  latiguDge  vfu  qtioted  and  Ap- 
pTOtvtti  Iti  Gtn^Aiini  (Jrmtf  125  Ma»s, 
ia8»  wbffre  Gbat,  C,  J.,  B*y8 :  The 
an  If  exceptions  to  ibo  Imbilitj  irhieh 
lute  ^«en  jodidaliv'  Ferog^niged  or©  in 
eJU«  of  the  plftrii»Vfl''s  own  fanJt,  or  of 
p»  XHii/or,  !hu  flyt  of  Goil,  ur  the  ACt« 
of  ihit^  persons  I  wtiidi  the  owner  hud  no 
rvajoo  to  aniicipAte/'  That  wai  a  caie 
whet*  a  partT-waU  btulr  hf  the  defendant 
f«U  and  erufhed  the  building  uf  the  plain* 
tiff  upon  Ute  adjoining  lot.  The  jnrr 
fiuuiid  «f  a  fnct  that  iHtlier  the  defend* 
titt^  m  the  masons  empIoTt^d  bj  them 
wen*  guiliy  of  ncgligrfice,  m\A  the  main 
qiKStion  inroUed  was  whether  the  dc* 
fendanti  were  r^ponsJhle  for  the  masous' 
iiii^%etife  ;  but  Jndf:eG»*r,  apparently 
ha  fin  in  mind  the  Feeininsily  different 
tievFA  which  baTe  pre ^'ai led  in  re^nrd  to 
Rjiiandjt  V,  Pftd*^,  sajTi  t  '*  The  present 
4?iUie4lo€i  oot  reqaire  it$  to  decide  whether 
u  h  morn  ac^rnrate  to  saj  that  k  is  not  a 


ijucition  of  ne^dig«nee,  and  ihu  th«  de^ 
fendant  h  VmhU  ^ven  tn  eatp  of  lutenl 
defect f  or  to  »aj  tliat  the  fall  of  tlia  wall, 
in  tlic  ah«eoct*  of  prwf  of  iiievitaMi^  mct- 
dent  or  of  the  wjfjngfiil  net  of  third 
persons,  ii  snScicnt  eTtdonoe  of 

R^hudt  v.  Metfher  was  followed  in 
Ccthilt  V.  Statmun^  IB  Mltin.  ^£4,  and 
apparently  tite  defendants  were  held  liablt 
without  proof  of  nO(|ii|^nee,  The  easci 
were  here  »ery  {slaWmtely  ejcamined  by 
RiPLRT,  J.  Sf'e,  aliMJ^  Kmt^fhtide 
JCastmOfi^  SO  Mi  mi.  479,  and  mauy  oiJier 
casLpi. 

It  should  be  rememljered*  however, 
that  even  in  R^lmth  flutrht^r^  h  was 
found  aa  a  fact  that  althottffh  there  wa»  no 
personal  iiegligetit^e  or  defnult  oti  the  part 
of  the  defendants  thetnaelTcs,  * '  reaitonable 
and  proper  t^re  were  not  ejccreised  by  the 
persons  they  employed  to  proTide  for 
the  mfMmj  of  the  rcseriroir  to  bear 
the  preaaare  of  wnter  which,  when  filled 
to  tlie  beiyht  proposed,  it  would  have  to 
bear  ;*^  and  the  real  point  involved  wa< 
whetJ^er  the  defend nnta  were  liable  for 
the  ne^ligtMice  of  the  contrnrtora  em- 
ployed by  them-  See  L-  R.,  I  Ex.  26&, 
269,  276.  The  actual  drchif^tit  there* 
fore,  in  Ryhndg  Ff^tt^her^  may  be 
sound  I  even  if  tho  didft  are  diaapproTed, 
Educnb  H.  Bbwnett* 

Boston^ 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  af  Pennm^lmnia. 
PTOLLET  BT  At,.  V.  SIMMERS. 

An  mrncP  of  lend  tnrongh  whoie  property  a  public  highway  riini,  has  an  absolute 
ri?ht  10  UM?  a  portion  of  such  highway  for  eertalii  puri>oses,  for  a  temporary  period 
tftd  tn  a  reR*OTiat4e  manner,  and  this  right  may  be  exercised  in  derofjation  of  the 
ttRtellinj?  puhiic, 

Tlie  mere  e^er^ite  of  this  ripht  of  obstruction  for  a  lawful  purpose  imposes  no 
lUliilitT  to  piiT  for  datnagea  resulting  therefrom.  It  moBt  be  an  unreasooable  or 
neplii^eni  eitercii«  of  the  right  to  impose  liabiltry, 

Tbe  owner  of  ^tid  along  a  highway,  who  placea  an  object  near  iuch  highway,  on 
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Ui  latid,  is  not  liable  if  it  scares  a  horse  driven  along  the  highway,  unless  rad 
ohject  16  calculated  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness,  well  broken  for  trsTel- 
tin^  upDD  public  highways. 

Iii  an  action  for  injuries  alleged  to  hare  been  caused  by  the  fall  and  death  of  i 
home,  ijccosioned  by  his  taking  fright  at  an  object  on  the  highway,  witnesses  fami- 
liar With  horses  may  be  asked  their  opinion  as  to  whether  the  object  was  calculate*] 
to  frighten  the  horse,  and  whether  the  mere  fall  or  the  fright  could  have  killed  him. 

The  owners  of  property  through  which  a  highway  ran  were  enga<red  in  white- 
washing  their  fence.  In  order  to  do  this  they  used  a  small  barrel  mounted  or 
whetrl:;,  wliich  was  full  of  whitewash,  and  which  was  moved  along  from  time  to  tim< 
us  ihe  %vork  progressed.  This  barrel  was  left  standing,  covered  over  with  a  cloth; 
UTiil  Itavinj^  a  shovel  projecting  a  short  distance  above  its  top  all  day  Sunday  on  one 
side  of  the  beaten  track.  In  an  action  against  such  property  owners  for  an  injury 
allegtfd  to  have  been  occasioned  by  a  horse  taking  fright  at  this  object :  i/e/cf,  thai 
Uie  jury  should  have  been  instructed  that  unless  there  was  something  of  an  unnsua 
and  {extraordinary  character  in  the  structure  and  appearance  of  this  apparatus  wlji<d 
w{>uM  naturally  tend  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness  and  training,  it  wai 
not  iie^Higcnce  to  use  it,  and  that  its  reasonable  use  for  no  longer  a  time  than  wai 
fairly  required  along  the  highway  in  whitewashing  the  defendants'  fences  would  not 
£ulijt:'rt  ibndants  to  liability  even  though  some  horses  might  or  did  take  fright  ai 
fit'cing  it* 

Tniv lulling  on  Sunday,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  a  defence  which  can  be  set  up  by  s 
priTarc  dtizen  against  a  possible  liability,  if  established  by  the  other  facts  of  the 

In  above  case  plaintiff  having  proved  that  other  horses  had  been  frightened  bj 
the  atkina  object,  evidence  was  held  admissible  on  behalf  of  defendants  to  show  thai 

thosi^  iiurses  were  skittish  horses.  ( 

Ehjlor  to  the  Common  Pleas  of  Bradford  county. 

Case,  by  Alice  Simmers  against  Victor  E.  Piollet  and  Joseph  E. 
Piollet  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants. 

Oti  the  trial,  before  MoRROW,  P.  J.,  the  following  facts  appeared: 
The  defendants  are  the  owners  of  a  large  tract  of  real  estate  situated 
in  Wysox,  Bradford  county,  Pa.  There  are  several  roads  running 
tlircii^h  their  lands  along  which  they  had  constructed  post  and 
boanl  fences,  which  for  over  twenty  years  they  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  whitewash.  In  the  spring  of  1881  they  had  erected  a 
new  fence  along  one  of  these  roads,  on  both  sides  of  which  they 
owned  the  land,  and  in  the  months  of  June  and  July  of  that  year 
were  engaged  in  whitewashing  the  same.  The  whitewash,  a  prepa- 
ration of  lime  and  salt  mixed  in  boiling  water,  was  prepared  in  a 
healer  in  the  hog-pen  of  the  defendants,  a  distance  from  the  nearest 
point  of  the  fence  to  be  whitewashed  of  one  hundred  and  thirty 
rods.  To  get  the  whitewash  to  the  fence  for  use  a  keg  or  barrel, 
two  feet  three  inches  high  and  fifteen  inches  in  diameter  was  placed 
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apon  nsmill  four- wh eel t5d  wngon,  the  wheels  of  which  were  twclva 
incheg  and  fourteen  inches  in  diameter.  The  length  of  the  wugan 
was  three  feet,  and  breadth  two  and  a  half  feet»  Iti  the  keg  wm  a 
fibovel^  the  ha&dle  extendi  tig  above  the  keg  a  distance  di  jFerentlj 
ttttte<l  by  the  witnesses  from  a  few  inches  to  two  or  three  feet- 
The  QUtstde  of  the  keg  was  streiiked  with  lime,  and  it  was  covered 
with  a  piece  of  canvaa  or  dark  carpet.  The  wagon,  thus  rigged, 
was  tiki^ii  to  the  hog-peD,  the  keg  filled  with  the  prepared  white- 
wash and  then  drawn  to  the  place  of  use,  and  placed  bj  the  side  of 
the  fence  in  the  road  convenient  of  accegs,  and  m  the  work  pro- 
gressed was  drawn  along  the  fence. 

On  the  atternoan  of  Saturdaj,  July  9  th  1881,  this  harrel  or  keg 
had  been  filled  and  taken  to  a  point  in  this  fcDce  two  hundred  and 
seven ly-five  rods  from  the  hog-pen  where  the  whitewash  was  pre- 
pared. At  the  close  of  the  day  it  was  still  half  full,  and  m  the 
vrorkman  intended  to  resume  work  on  Monday  morning,  he  covered 
up  the  kegt  and  left  it  standing  in  the  road*  At  this  place  the 
fond  is  forty-five  and  seven- tenths  feet  wide.  On  the  side  next 
tb«^  fence  being  whitewashed  there  is  a  footpath  from  four  to  five 
feet  wide,  elevated  above  the  road  a  foot  or  more*  Next  is  a  ditch 
about  four  feet  wide  and  from  four  to  five  inches  below  the  travelled 
track* 

The  surface  of  the  road  is  composed  of  small  gravel  ;  there 
are  no  banks  or  dangerous  places  on  this  road  at  this  point,  or 
above  or  below  it    The  truck  and  keg  were  placed  in  the  ditch. 

On  Sunday,  July  10th,  Henry  Waters  and  the  plaintiff  left 
Towanda  at  four  P.  M,  for  a  pleasure  drive*  After  driving  about 
fourteen  miles  they  came,  about  eight  P.  M*,  to  the  point  in  the  road 
above  described,  where,  the  plaintiff  alleges,  tire  horse,  becoming 
fnghtened  at  the  defendants'  truck  and  lime  keg,  became  unman- 
;igeable,  reared  up,  plunged  sideways  and  a  little  ahead,  fell  di>wn 
and  died  instantly*  The  wagon  was  overturned  and  the  plaintiff 
thrown  under  it,  with  its  weight  resting  upon  her,  thereby  causing 
the  injuries  for  which  this  action  was  brought. 

The  plaiDtiff  offered  to  prove  by  several  witnesses  that  the 
obftaele  above  described  tended  to  frighten  horses.  Objected  to  by 
the  defendant  because  the  question  did  not  embrace  the  words 
**ordinanly  well-broken  and  road- worthy  horses/*  Objection  over- 
ruled;  exception  taken,    (First  and  third  assignments  of  error.) 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  other  cases  in  which  horses  had 
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been  frightened  at  the  same  object  in  the  same  position.  Objected 
to  by  the  defendants ;  objection  overruled.  (Second  assignment  of 
error.) 

The  defendants  called  J.  G.  Dougherty  as  a  witness,  who  testi- 
fied that  he  had  had  experience  with  horses  for  over  twenty  years ; 
had  owned  quite  a  number,  owned  five  at  the  time  he  was  exam- 
ined ;  had  seen  this  horse  shortly  before  his  death  the  same  afternoon, 
and  had  observed  and  described  his  condition,  and  had  seen  him 
immediately  after  his  death.  Defendants  then  asked  him :  In 
your  opinion,  of  what  did  that  horse  die?"  Objected  to  by  the 
plaintifi" ;  objection  sustained ;  exceptions.  (Fourth  assignment  of 
error.) 

Defendants  then  asked  the  witoess  the  following  question :  ^<  In 
your  opinion,  was  that  tub  calculated,  placed  upon  the  road  as  it 
was,  to  frighten  an  ordinarily  well-broken  road- worthy  horse,  or  an 
ordinarily  quiet  and  well-broken  horse  ?"  Objected  to  by  plaintiff 
because  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  obstacle  might  not  have  fright- 
ened an  ordinarily  well-broken  horse,  but  that  the  plaintiff  has  the 
right  to  the  highway  in  such  a  condition  that  even  skittish  animals 
may  be  employed  without  risk.  Objection  sustained.  Exception. 
(Fifth  and  sixth  assignments  of  error.) 

.  Robert  Ferguson,  another  witness  for  the  defendants,  testified 
that  he  had  been  a  blacksmith  for  over  fifty  years,  had /'always, 
handled  horses  more  or  less  since  he  was  big  enough,"  and  had 
seen  horses  frightened  in  various  ways.  He  also  testified  that  he 
had  seen  horses  fall  and  thrown  to  the  ground  frequently.  Defend- 
ants then  proposed  to  ask  witness  the  question  whether  the  fall  of 
this  horse  on  its  side  straight  out  at  full  length  could  have  killed 
it  upon  this  piece  of  ground.  Objected  to  by  plaintiff  as  incom- 
petent. Objection  sustained.  Exception.  (Seventh  assignment 
of  error.) 

Defendants  then  asked  the  same  witness  this  question :  State 
to  us  your  opinion  whether  a  horse  could  be  frightened  to  death  at 
this  object  that  was  in  the  road."  Objected  to  by  plaintiff.  Objec- 
tion sustained.    Exception.    (Eighth  assignment  of  error.) 

The  defendants  also  offered  rebutting  testimony  to  the  effect  that 
the  horses  that  had  been  frightened  by  this  obstacle  were  skittish 
horses.  Objected  to  by  the  plaintiff.  Objection  sustained.  Ex- 
ception.   (Ninth  assignment  of  error.) 

The  court  charged  generally  that  the  public  had  the  right  to  the 
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entire  width  of  Ae  highway,  and  to  the  use  of  it;  and  that  if  the  jury 
believed  that  this  whitewash-barrel  in  this  small  cart  or  wagon  was 
an  object  likely  to  frighten  horses  and  render  public  travel  unsafe, 
it  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  leave  it  in  the 
highway,  and  they  were  liable  for  any  injury  resulting  from  such 
negligence.  (Tenth  to  twenty-first  assignments  of  errors,  both 
inclusive.) 

The  defendants  also  requested  the  court  to  charge  that  if  the 
horse  behind  which  the  plaintiif  was  riding  at  the  time  of  receiving 
the  alleged  injury  was  akittishy  and  in  the  habit  of  shying  at  objects 
in  the  highway,  and  was  not  quiet  and  well  broken,  then  the  plain* 
tiff  cannot  recover.  Answer.  "Refused.  But^if  the  horse  was 
skittish,  the  plaintiff  must  exercise  ordinary  care  under  the  circum- 
stances. If  he  did  not  exercise  such  care,  then  the  want  of  it  so 
as  to  lunount  to  contributory  negligence  is  matter  of  defence,  and 
is  upon  the  defence  to  show  it."  (Twenty-second  assignmeint  of 
error.) 

That  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  because  she  was  unlawfully  on 
the  public  road  on  Sunday.  Refused.  (Twenty-third  assignment 
of  error.) 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $1868,  and  judgment  thereon.  De* 
fendant  took  this  writ  of  error. 

W.  T.  Davies  and  Williaim  {Angle  and  MUbree  ^  San,  with 
them),  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Rodney  A.  Mercur  and  John  F,  Sanderson  {Edward  Overton, 
Jr.,  with  them),  for  defendant  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Gkeen,  J. — The  injury  for  which  the  present  action  was 
brought  was  occasioned  in  a  peculiar  and  unusual  manner.  The 
plaintiff  and  another  were  riding  in  a  carriage  along  a  public  road, 
in  the  open  country,  at  about  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  a  day 
in  the  month  of  July,  when  suddenly  the  horse  drawing  the  car- 
riage reared,  plunged  a  few  steps  forward,  fell  to  the  ground  on 
the  side  of  the  road  and  instantly  died.  In  falling  he  upset  the 
carriage,  which  fell  upon  the  plaintiff  and  caused  the  injuries  for 
which  the  suit  is  brought.  The  falling  and  death  of  the  horse 
caused  the  overthrow  of  the  carriage ;  but  what  was  it  that  caused 
the  falling  and  death  of  the  horse  ?    This  is  perhaps  the  true 
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problem  of  the  controversy,  but  the  cause  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  tried  with  much  reference  to  its  solution.  There  was  an 
object  standing  by  the  side  of  the  road,  and  quite  near  to  the 
beaten  track,  at  the  place  where  the  horse  fell,  and  it  seems  to  have 
been  assumed  that  the  horse  took  fright  at  the  sight  of  this  object, 
and  this  caused  him  to  rear  and  fall  and  die.  But  this  is  an  unsat- 
isfactory theory.  We  do  not  know  whether  horses  ever  die  from 
mere  fright.  No  evidence  on  the  subject  was  received.  Some 
testimony  was  offered  by  the  defendants  to  the  effect  that  the  horse 
could  not  have  died  of  fright,  and  that  his  death  was  due  to  some 
other  cause ;  but  it  was  rejected  by  the  learned  court  below,  and 
that  rejection  constitutes  the  substance  of  several  assignments  of 
error.  No  post-mortem  examination  of  the  horse  was  made,  and 
the  cause  of  justice  was  thus  deprived  of  what  might  have  proved 
to  be  a  most  important  aid  in  the  determination  of  the  catastrophe. 
No  experts  in  farriery  were  examined.  No  veterinary  or  other 
medical  authorities  were  invoked,  and  the  case  is  really  barren  of 
testimony  from  which  a  satisfactory  theory  of  the  animal's  death 
may  be  derived.  It  is  notorious  that  horses,  like  human  beings, 
die  suddenly,  and  of  similar  diseases.  Indeed,  one  of  the  medical 
witnesses  testified  to  that  effect  in  this  case.  If  there  were  facta 
which  indicated  that  this  horse  died  from  some  sudden  attack  of 
disease,  or  opinions  of  intelligent  witnesses  to  that  effect,  based 
upon  facts  observed  by  themselves,  we  think  they  should  have  been 
received  in  evidence.  We  think  that  both  the  witnesses,  Doughertj 
and  Ferguson,  gave  evidence  which  suflSciently  qualified  them  to 
answer  the  questions  proposed  to  them,  but  wiiich  were  rejected. 
Dougherty  had  had  much  experience  with  horaes  for  twenty  years, 
had  owned  quite  a  number,  owned  five  at  the  time  he  was  exam- 
ined ;  he  had  seen  this  horse  shortly  before  his  death,  the  same 
afternoon,  and  had  observed  and  described  his  condition ;  saw  him 
immediately  after  his  death ;  saw  the  object  which  was  supposed  to 
have  frightened  the  horse,  and  testified  as  to  whether  it  was  calcu- 
lated to  frighten  horses.  In  view  of  all  this  we  think  the  questions 
proposed  to  be  put  to  him  should  have  been  allowed,  the  first  one 
for  the  reasons  above  indicated,  and  the  second  for  the  reason  here 
after  stated.  Ferguson  was  a  blacksmith,  had  shod  horses  of  many 
different  kinds  for  over  fifty  years ;  had  always  handled  horses 
"since  he  was  big  enough;"  hnd  seen  horses  frightened  frequently, 
it  was  offered  to  piove  by  him  that  he  had  seen  horses  fall,  and 
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hrown  to  the  ground  many  tiiiiea,  and  then  to  inquire  whether  the 
nere  fall  of  this  horse  could  have  killed  him,  having  reference  to 
he  ground  where  he  fell,  the  witness  having  Been  it.  >Ve  think 
le  was  sufficiently  qualified  to  answer  this  question,  and  hia  opinion 
hould  have  heen  received,  and  also  on  the  iubjeet  whether  a  horse 
ould  have  heen  frightened  to  death  hy  the  object  at  which  thia 
lorse  was  supposed  to  have  taken  fright.  Had  the  horse  run  away, 
nd  in  that  manner  upset  the  carriage,  there  would  have  been  more 
orce  in  the  objections  to  this  testiniony.  But  such  was  not  the 
%ct.  He  died  instantly,  and  the  cause  which  proiluced  his  death 
irobably  occasioned  his  fall,  and  it  was  his  fall  that  upset  the  car- 
iage.  Now,  the  actual  physical  fact  or  condition  which  produced 
lis  death  cannot  be  known  ;  and  the  jtwral  condition,  so  to  wpeak, 
5  a  mere  matter  of  theory  which  requires  illustration  by  the  opin- 
3ns  of  persons  having  experience  in  such  triattcrs.  For  these 
easons  we  sustain  the  fourth,  seventh  and  eighth  assignments  of 
rror. 

Another  question  arose  on  the  trial  which  is  presented  in  several 
ssignments.  It  relates  to  the  character  and  qualities  of  the  horse 
kgainst  whose  fright  precautions  are  required.  It  w^as  contended 
»y  the  defendant  that  the  animal  should  be  an  ordinarily  quiet  and 
?ell-broken  horse.  This  was  denied  by  the  plaintiff,  who  contended 
hat  an  object  should  bo  such  as  would  not  frighten  any  kind  of 
Lorses,  whether  quiet  and  well-broken,  or  skittish  and  shy.  The 
lourt  adopted  the  latter  view,  and  refused  to  allow  the  defendants 
0  inquire  whether  the  object  in  tliis  case  was  calculated  to  frighten 
m  ordinarily  quiet  and  well-broken  horse,  or  an  ordinarily  well- 
)roken  and  road- worthy  horse.  The  same  idea  was  embodieil  in 
he  answers  to  points,  and  in  the  general  charge,  where  the  thought 
vas  expressed  in  the  more  comprehensive  form  tliat  if  the  object 
vas  calculated  to  frighten  horsses,  without  any  qualification  as  to 
heir  disposition,  it  would  be  negligence  to  expose  it  to  view*  In 
ihis  we  think  there  was  error. 

There  is  a  certain  right  of  property  owners,  which  we  will  diiscuss 
presently,  to  leave  objects  on  or  along  a  highway,  in  front  of  their 
premises,  temporarily,  and  for  special  purposes,  and  where  that 
right  exists  it  is  of  equal  grade,  before  the  law,  with  tlie  ri^rht  of 
travellers  to  journey  on  the  higliway.  Hence  in  such  cases  the 
obligations  of  each  class  to  the  other  are  equal,  and  not  superior, 
the  one  to  the  other.    Each  is  bound  to  ordinary  care  toward  the 
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Other,  in  the  exercise  of  their  respective  rights,  but  not  to  car 
which  is  extraordinary.  In  the  more  particular  application  of  thi 
doctrine  to  a  case  like  the  present,  we  think  the  correct  rule  is 
that  a  property  owner  who  has  a  lawful  right  to  expose  an^  objec 
on  or  along  a  public  highway,  within  view  of  passing  horses,  for  i 
temporary  purpose,  is  bound  only  to  take  care  that  it  shall  not  b 
calculated  to  frighten  ordinarily  gentle  and  well-trained  horses 
And  this  seems  to  be  the  tenor  of  the  authorities  in  the  cases  ii 
which  there  has  been  a  judicial  expression  on  the  subject.  Thus 
in  the  case  of  Mallory  v.  Chriffey^  4  Norris  276,  which  waa  ai 
action  to  recover  damages  resulting  from  the  fright  of  a  horse,  occa 
sioned  by  a  large  stone  along  the  highway,  our  brother  Stbrrbt 
said :  It  was  olskimed  that  the  stone  was  an  object  calculated  t 
frighten  an  ordinarily  quiet  and  well-trained  horse,  and  that  th 
defendant  was  chargeable  with  negligence  in  leaving  it  on  the  higl 
way.  This  presented  a  question  of  fact  which  was  properly  submitte 
to  the  jury  with  the  instruction  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recove 
unless  they  '  found  from  the  evidence  that  a  stone  or  rock  such  a 
was  placed  in  or  near  the  road  by  the  defendant,  was,  in  and  oi 
itself,  an  object  calculated  to  frighten  an  ordinarily  quiet  and  well 
broken  horse  ?' " 

In  Mor%e  v.  Richmond^  41  Yer.  485,  it  was  held  that  a  town  i 
liable  for  such  accidents  by  fright  as  are  the  natural  result  of  it 
neglect  to  remove  any  object  of  frightful  appearance  so  remainiuj 
deposited  on  the  margin  as  to  render  the  whole  road  unsafe  for  trave 
with  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness.  In  Fo9hay  v.  QUn  ITaven,  2i 
Wis.  288,  the  court  said :  We  adopt  upon  this  subject  the  rul 
established  by  the  Supreme  Courts  of  Vermont,  New  Hampshir 
and  Connecticut,  that  objects  within  the  limits  of  a  highway  natu 
rally  calculated  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness,  ma; 
constitute  such  defect  in  the  way  as  to  render  the  town  liable,  evei 
when  so  removed  from  the  travelled  path  as  to  avoid  all  danger  oi 
collision.** 

In  Ayer  v.  Norwich^  39  Conn.  376,  Carpenter,  J.,  said  :  "  Ii 
conclusion,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  law  is  and  ought  to  be  so  tha 
objects  within  the  limits  of  a  highway  which  in  their  nature  ar 
calculated  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness,  may  be  nui 
sances,  which  make  the  highway  defective  within  the  meaning  oi 
the  statute.*' 
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III  Card  V.  OUy  of  EiUworth^  65  Me.  547,  the  oourt  said: 
How  far,  if  at  ftlt«  the  court  would  be  inclined  to  admit  the  doe- 
me  adopted  in  tbi»  di&cussion  beyond  the  facte  now  before  we 
nnot  now  decide.  But  in  mo  case  like  this  can  a  Uabilitj  of  the 
wti  exiei,  onleia  the  object  of  fright  presente  an  appearance  that 
Jttld  be  likely  to  frighten  ordinary  horsee,  nor  unless  the  apjiear* 
iCd  of  the  object  is  such  that  it  should  be  expected  by  tbe  town 
at  it  naturaUy  might  bave  that  effect,  nor  unless  the  horse  vius  at 
Ldt  an  ordinarily  kind,  gentle  and  safe  animal,  and  weU  buiken 
f  travelling  upon  our  public  roads/*  The  rule  is  stated  in  the 
me  way  in  the  cases  cited  by  the  defendant  in  error,  Thusj  in 
artkU  V.  ffookiefU  48  H.  18,  SMITH,  J.,  says  :  But  if 
jects  are  suffered  to  remain  (except  for  the  most  temporary  pur- 
ms)  resting  upon  one  spot,  or  confined  within  any  particular 
ace,  within  the  highway,  and  are  of  such  shape  or  character  as 
be  manifestly  likely  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness, 
farces  caused  by  the  fright  thus  occasioned  may  properly  be  said 
happen  by  reason  of  the  obstruction  or  insufficiency  of  the  high- 
ly, unless  tbe  person  placing  or  continuing  those  objects  upon 
e  highway  was,  in  so  doing,  making  such  use  of  the  higliway  as 
i9  under  all  the  circumstances  reasonable  and  proper*"  To  the 
raft  effect  are  Young  v.  N^ew  Eaven^  39  Conn*  435 ;  Dimuck  v. 
ufieM,  30  Conn,  129, 

It  seems  to  us  it  would  he  difficult  to  state  a  rational  rule  on  this 
ibject  unless  it  is  accompanied  with  this  limitation.  For  if  per- 
ns are  bound  to  guard  against  frightening  skittish,  vicious,  timid 
id  easily  frightened  horses,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  state  any 
aait  of  precaution  which  will  be  a  protection  against  liability, 
he  reason  is  that  there  is  nothing  as  to  which  it  can  he  definitely 
i(]  that  such  bors^  will  not  frighten.  On  this  subject  the  lan- 
lage  of  our  brother  Passon,  in  the  recent  case  of  Pittsburgh  South- 
%  liaihmy  Co,  Taylor^  15  Weekly  Notes  of  Cases  37,  and  Leg. 
It.  of  Feb.  29tb  1884,  is  particularly  apposite.  He  said:  **The 
'  Tiing  of  a  horse  is  a  thing  that  cannot  be  anticipated,  and  is 
1  ijed  by  no  known  rulea^  In  many  instances  a  spirited  road 
irae  will  pass  in  safety  an  obstruction  that  a  quiet  farm  horse  will 
:are  at  A  leaf,  a  piece  of  paper,  a  lady's  shawl  fluttering  in  the 
intlt  a  atone  or  a  stump  by  the  wayside,  will  sometimes  alarm  even 
([Qiet  horse.  I  may  mention,  by  way  of  illustration,  that  the 
f^crest  fright  I  ever  knew  a  horse  to  feel,  was  caused  by  the  sun- 
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Hglit  shining  in  through  the  windows  of  a  bridge  upon  the  floor 
If  a  farmer  may  not  have  a  barrel  of  cider,  a  bag  of  potatoes, 
horse  power,  a  wheelbarrow  or  a  wagon,  standing  on  his  own  preE 
ls^l)y  the  side  of  a  highway,  except  at  the  risk  of  having  his  who 
e^tnte  swept  away  in  an  action  &r  damages  occasioned  by  the  frigl 
of  an  unruly  horse,  the  vocation  of  agriculture  will  become  periloi 
likieed.  These  views  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  court  belo 
was  in  error  in  its  treatment  of  this  subject,  and  we  therefore  su 
tain  the  first,  third,  fifth,  sixth,  eleventh,  twelfth,  fourteenth  ai 
fiftai^nth  assignments.  We  see  no  objection  to  allowing  proof  c 
specific  cases  of  fright  at  this  particular  object,  and,  therefore,  c 
not  sustain  the  second  assignment. 

Another  subject  of  complaint  by  the  defendants  is  the  restraine 
nni]  limited  manner  of  defining  the  defendants*  rights  adopted  I 
the  court,  and  their  subordination,  when  stated,  as  rights  of  inferi( 
gmiie  to  those  of  the  travelling  public,  and,  therefore,  to  those  ( 
the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  are  farmers.  They  own  a  considei 
ablt  body  of  land  lying  on  both  sides  of  the  public  road  at  the  pla< 
lA^e  the  accident  happened.  For  some  time  before  and  after  tl 
AOeldenc  they  were  engaged  in  whitewashing  their  fences,  exten( 
ing  ft  considerable  distance  along  the  road.  The  road  at  this  pl^( 
WIS  upwards  of  forty-five  feet  in  width,  the  road-bed  actually  tra^ 
elled  being  twenty-two  feet  wide.  The  distance  from  the  track  i 
the  fence  on  the  south  side  was  thirteen  and  a  half  feet,  and  in  th 
space  there  was  a  slope  downwards  of  two  and  nine-tenths  feet, 
lttll&  steeper  near  the  road  than  for  the  remainder  of  the  distanc 
Tho  surface  of  the  road  and  slope  was  composed  of  small  gi-ave 
Kext  the  fence  was  a  raised  footpath,  about  four  and  a  half  fe< 
iridt^  and  next  to  the  path  was  a  ditch  four  feet  wide  and  fou 
tenths  of  a  foot  below  the  travelled  track.  In  this  ditch  stood 
siDall  truck  on  wheels,  about  two  and  a  half  by  three  feet,  tl 
lA#ftls  being  twelve  to  fourteen  inches  high,  and  on  the  truck  wj 
ft  miRll  barrel  about  fifteen  inches  in  diameter  and  two  feet  thn 
filf^s  high.  A  pole  or  stick  projected  above  it,  the  height  c 
^tdi  above  the  barrel  is  differently  stated  by  the  witnesses  froi 
a  fei^'  inches  to  two  or  three  feet,  and  a  small  piece  of  carpet  covere 
the  pole  and  barrel.  The  outside  of  the  barrel  was  streaked  wit 
lime,  and  the  barrel  itself  contained  the  lime  with  which  the  whiU 
wasliing  was  done.  This  ie  the  object  which,  it  is  claimed  for  th 
plaintiff,  caused  the  horse  to  frighten,  and  thereby  produced  hi 
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II  a.nd  tlt^atti.  It  was  moved  nlong  tlie  road  as  the  work  pro* 
I'ss^d,  and  waf  left  standing  in  the  tlitch  from  SuLunlay  night  to 
aDtby  iDomingt  covering  the  Bunilaj  when  the  aecident  occurred^ 
tftlj  fjllod  with  linie  prepared  for  use. 

The  learned  court  did  instruct  the  jurj  that  the  defendants  bad 
B  rtght  to  u^e  any  part  of  the  highway  for  the  purpose  of  bnild^ 
g  Rtid  improving  their  fence,  provided  ihey  did  not  interfere  %ith 
e  rights  of  travellers;  and  that,  if  the  Ume  tub  ivaa  calculated  to 
glic^n  horses,  it  would  be  negligence  to  use  It^  because  all  citizens 
d  a  right  to  pass  without  having  their  horses  frightened  by  any 
struction  placed  on  the  highway.  The  learned  judge  also  said  that 
s  public  had  a  right  to  travel  over  every  part  of  the  highway; 
It  everything  between  the  fences  was  liighway,  and  the  pubHc 
d  the  right  to  use  any  part  of  it  they  saw  fit.  It  seems  to  us  this 
not  a  sufficiently  precise  designation  of  the  relative  rights  of  tlie 
opitrty  owners  and  the  public.  As  we  understand  the  law^  there 
an  absolute  right  in  the  property  owner  to  use  a  portion  of  the 
bli*:  higlnvay  for  certain  purposes  for  a  temporary  period  and  in 
resfionable  manner,  and  this  right  may  he  exercised  in  derogation 
the  right  of  the  travelling  public.  Thus,  in  2  Dilh  on  Municipal 
jrporations,  §  .581,  the  writer  says:  We  have  heretofore  shown 
at  the  primary  purpose  of  a  street  is  for  passage  and  travel,  and 
at  unauthorized  and  iHe^^al  obstructions  to  its  fi^ee  use  come 
thin  the  legal  notion  of  a  nuisance*  But  it  is  not  every  obstruc- 
m»  Ifreepective  of  its  character  or  purpose^  that  is  illegul,  even 
though  not  Fanctfoned  by  any  express  legiBlative  or  municipal 
tthority.  On  the  contrary,  the  right  of  the  public  to  the  free 
td  unobstructed  use  of  a  street  or  way  is  subject  to  reasonable  and 
fcessary  limitations*  The  carriage  and  delivery  of  fuel,  grain, 
M>d*,  etc,  are  legitimate  uses  of  a  strict,  and  may  result  in  the 
mporary  obstrtiction  to  the  right  of  public  transit.  So  the  im* 
wment  of  the  street  or  public  highway  itself  may  occasion 
ipediments  to  its  uninterrupted  use  by  the  public.  And  bo  of 
le  improvements  of  adjoining  lota  by  digging  cellars,  by  building, 
0. ;  this  may  oecasion  a  reasonable  necessity  for  using  the  streel 
'  aidpwalk  for  the  deposit  of  mater iaL  Temporary  obstructions 
*  tills  kind  are  not  invasions  of  the  public  easement^  but  simply 
cid^nts  to,  or  limitations  of  it.  They  can  be  justified  only  when 
)^  onfy  Po  long  as  they  are  reasonably  necessary,** 
hk  the  case  of  CommommaithY,  PaBsmore^  1  S.  k  R.,  on  2i9j 
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TiLGHMAN,  C.  J.,  said:  "No  man  has  a  right  to  throw  wood  c 
stones  into  the  street  at  his  pleasure.  But,  inasmuch  as  fuel 
necessary,  a  man  may  throw  wood  into  the  street  for  the  purpof 
of  having  it  carried  to  his  house,  and  it  may  lie  there  a  reasonabl 
time.  So,  because  building  is  necessary,  stone,  bricks,  lime,  san 
and  other  materials  may  be  placed  in  the  street,  provided  it  be  dor 
in  the  most  convenieixt  manner." 

The  foregoing  case  was  an  indictment  or  a  nuisance,  where  tl 
question  was  simply  whether  the  obstruction  in  question  was 
nuisance ;  but  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Silverthomj  8  Casey  66,  wj 
an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  broken  leg  of  an  ox  which  ha 
wandered  among  a  parcel  of  building  materials  placed  by  the  defen< 
ant  in  the  highway  in  front  of  his  premises  while  erecting  a  building 
Here  a  practical  question  of  liability  for  damages  arose,  and  it  wa 
determined  for  the  defendant,  because,  although  his  materials  wei 
an  obstruction  to  the  street,  they  were  lawfully  there,  and  he  wi 
not  responsible  if  he  left  sufficient  room  for  the  travel  of  the  streei 
The  case  of  Commonwealth  v.  Passmore^  was  cited  and  approvec 
and  a  similar  case  from  1  Denio  524,  was  quoted,  in  which  tb 
same  doctrine  was  declared.  Thompson,  J.,  said  the  necessity  o 
the  case  was  probably  the  foundation  of  the  rule,  "  but  the  practic 
has  become  a  custom  of  such  long  standing  that  it  is  regarded  a 
law,  nnd  the  right  will  not  be  defeated  by  an  investigation  into  th 
necessity  of  so  doing  in  any  particular  case.  It  is  a  right  to  be  exe 
cised  under  responsibility  for  all  injury  arising  from  an  unreasonabl 
or  negligent  use  of  it."  In  Mallory  v.  Griffey^  supra^  which  m 
an  action  for  damages  for  an  injury  inflicted  by  a  horse  taking  frigl 
at  a  stone  placed  in  the  highway  as  a  part  of  some  building  mat< 
rials  to  be  presently  used,  we  affirmed  the  court  below  in  chargin 
that  the  defendant  was  not  liable,  although  the  horse  took  frigh 
merely  because  the  stone  was  in  the  highway.  Mr.  Justice  Stei 
RETT  said :  '*  The  jury  were  properly  instructed  that  the  defendar 
might  place  building  material  on  a  portion  of  the  highway,  an 
permit  the  same  to  remain  there  for  a  reasonable  length  of  time  fc 
the  purpose  of  erecting  his  barn  on  the  line  of  the  road,  without,  o 
that  account  alone,  incurring  liability  for  injuries  sustained  by  pei 
sops  passing  along  the  road,  provided  ample  room  was  left  for  th 
free  passage  of  vehicles  and  animals ;  but  he  would  be  liabl 
for  injuries  occasioned  by  an  unreasonable  or  negligent  use  of  th 
highway."    All  this  doctrine  was  repeated  by  the  present  Chie 
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S^ustioeia  the  c&st  of  Cit^  of  Alh^hen^  Zimmerman,  14  N orris 
287,  who  fiirther  said;  "  But  the  right  to  partially  obstruct  a  etreet 
does  mt  appear  to  be  liroittid  to  a  case  of  strict  neceseity  ;  it  may 
extenfi  to  purposes  of  conveiiieiiee  or  ornaraenti  provided  it  does 
not  ufjrejiaoriably  interfere  with  public  travel/* 

Tlie  subsCaDi^  of  tbe  doctntke  ia  that  tlie  mere  exercise  of  tha 
rigiit  of  obstruction  for  a  lawful  purpose,  imposes  no  liability  to 
fnij  fi>r  damages  resulting  therefrom.  It  must  be  an  mireasoniible 
or  negligent  exercise  of  the  rights  in  order  to  impose  liability.  To 
6aj  that  a  man  may  lawfully  deposit  bricks  and  lumber  on  the  btgh- 
^ajy  in  front  of  a  lot  on  ^hich  he  is  erecting  a  building  ^ith  those 
toiitenidst  and  yet  If  their  presence  has  a  tendency  to  frighten 
horses,  and  some  over-sensitive  horse  does  take  fright  at  tbom  and 
runs  away  and  cnuBes  dumuge,  the  person  depositing  the  materials 
ia  guilty  of  negligencej  and  shall  pay  the  damage,  is  merely  giving 
a  right  with  one  breath  and  taking  it  all  away  with  another.  In 
practical  effect  such  a  right  would  be  no  right  at  all.  Any  pile 
of  bricks,  stones^  sand,  lumber,  or  other  building  material,  m  a 
street^  has  a  tendency  to  frighten  horses,  and  in  almost  any  com- 
munity there  could  always  be  found  some  horses  that  would  actually 
takv  fright  at  seeing  them.  But  thai;  circumstance  alone  will  not 
take  away  the  right  to  deposit  them  in  such  a  place.  There  must 
h©  some  abuse  of  the  right,  some  unusual  and  extraordinary  mode 
of  arranging  the  materials,  such  as  will  probably  produce  fright 
with  ordinary  gentle  and  well- trained  horses,  before  it  can  bo  fairly 
said  liability  arij^es.  So  in  the  present  case.  The  defendants  were 
whitewashing  fheir  fences — a  perfectly  proper  and  legitimate  thing 
to  do.  The  fence  extended  along  a  great  length  of  the  public  road, 
and  the  process  of  whitewnshing  necessarily  occupied  considerable 
time.  In  this  respect  there  does  not  seem  to  be  anything  unrea- 
sonable in  the  case*  They  used  a  small  barrel  to  contain  their 
tnaierial,  the  whole  size  of  the  vessel  and  its  supporting  truck  not 
exceeding  two  and  a  half  feet  by  three  feet  superficially,  and  three 
feet  perpendietilarly.  It  is  difficult  to  see  anything  unreasonable 
or  negligent  in  using  such  an  apparatus.  It  stood  by  the  aide  of 
the  travelled  track,  and  made  no  encroachment  upon  it  ofany  kind- 
It  therefore  did  not  obstruct  the  highway  so  aa  to  interfere  with  the 
tnivel  upon  it*  It  seems  to  us  the  jury  should  have  been  told  that 
^^hm  th<*re  waa  something  of  an  unusual  and  extraordinary  charac^ 
t^er  iij  ebe  stmcttire  and  appearance  of  this  apparatus  which  would 
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naturally  tend  to  frighten  horses  of  ordinary  gentleness  and  train- 
ing, it  was  not  negligence  to  use  it,  and  its  reasonable  use  for  no 
longer  time  than  was  fairly  required,  along  the  highway,  in  white- 
washing the  defendants'  fences,  would  not  subject  defendants  to 
liability,  even  though  some  horses  might  or  did  take  fright  at  see- 
ing it. 

These  views  require  us  to  sustain,  as  we  do,  the  tenth,  eleventh, 
twelfth,  thirteenth,  fourteenth,  sixteenth,  eighteenth,  nineteenth, 
twentieth  and  twenty-first  assignments.  We  do  not  sustain  the 
twenty-second,  because  it  is  of  too  limited  a  scope  to  cover  all 
the  conditions  of  liability ;  nor  the  twenty-third,  because  the  pres- 
ence of  the  plaintiff  on  the  road  on  Sunday  is  not  a  defence  which 
can  be  set  up  by  a  private  citizen  against  a  possible  liability,  if 
established  by  the  other  facts  of  the  case :  Mohney  v.  Cooky  2  Casey 
342  ;  Ranch  v.  Lloyd^  7  Id.  369.  We  sustain  the  ninth  assign- 
ment, for  the  reason  that  evidence  being  admissible  to  show  the 
frightening  of  particular  horses  at  sight  of  this  object,  it  is  compe- 
tent to  show  that  those  horses  were  not  of  ordinary  gentleness  and 
training. 

Judgment  reversed  and  venire  de  novo  awarded. 


Temporarily  Obstructing  a  Street, — 
With  regard  to  obstructing  a  street,  the 
law  in  Bex  v.  Russell,  6  East  427,  is 
very  well  stated:  **That  the  primary 
object  of  a  street  is  for  the  free  passage 
of  tlie  public,  and  anything  which  im- 
peded that  free  passage,  without  neces- 
sity, was  a  nuisance ;  that  if  the  nature 
of  the  defendant's  business  was  such  as 
to  require  the  loading  and  unloading 
of  so  many  more  of  his  wagons  than 
could  be  conveniently  contained  within 
his  own  private  premises,  he  must  either 
enlarge  his  premises  or  remove  his  busi- 
ness to  some  more  convenient  spot.'* 
In  a  Pennsylvania  case  it  was  said: 
Necessity  justifies  actions  which  would 
otherwise  be  nuisances.  This  necessity 
need  not  l*e  absolute  ;  it  is  enough  if  it 
be  reasonable.  No  man  has  a  right  to 
throw  wood  or  stones  into  the  street 
at  pleasure  ;  but  inasmuch  as  fuel  is  ne- 
cessary, a  man  may  throw  wood  into  the 
street  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  car- 


ried to  his  house,  and  it  may  lie  there  a 
reasonable  time.  So,  because  building 
is  necessary,  stone,  brick,  lime,  sand 
and  other  materials  may  be  placed  in  the 
street,  provided  it  be  done  in  the  most 
convenient  manner:"  Commonwealth  v. 
Poissmore,  1  S.  6b  R.  217  ;  approved  in 
People  V.  Cunningham,  1  Denio  524, 
530,  and  in  Clark  y.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St. 
S58,  374.  Such  instances  as  those 
enumerated  in  the  Pennsylvania  casf,  it 
is  said  in  the  Ohio  case,  **are  not  ii  va- 
sion  of,  but  simply  incident  to,  or  raihcr 
qualification  of,  the  right  of  transit ;  the 
limitation  upon  them  is  that  they  must 
not  be  unnecetsarily  and  unreasonably  in- 
terposed or  prolonged." 

In  a  Massachusetts  case  it  was  said : 
**  What  may  be  deemed  a  reasonable  and 
proper  use  of  a  way,  public  or  private, 
must  depend  much  on  the  local  sitnation, 
and  much  on  public  usage.  The  general 
use  and  acquiescence  of  the  public  is  evi- 
dence of  the  right.    The  owner  of  land 
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lotnffig  bis  1*11(1  IS  is  OBtitillj  motif  hy 

of  the  ofiCi  U  miiy  wftU  be 
I  iluH  ii  tb^t  III  A  populous  town  wbc^re 
d  ii  rerj  TAliuihte,  it  is  not  unrcA&on- 
p  to  crcc£  biiililitig«  ntid  ftstic^s  OD  llie 
r  of  the  fttneelf  And  to  plftw  iloors  and 
e»  in  tbem  so  as  wUon  opeaetl  to 
tig  oT^r  the  iirc^l*  Wli6ii  tlw  owtier 
A  ftit  in  iueh  »  eitnatioi]  hai  ocouion 
build,  jinii^  for  if  ml  pnrpo^,  to  illg 
im*^  l»€  maT  rightfully  lay  his  btiild- 
;  [Bairrif\b  «Tid  earili  wttbiu  the  litniti 
ihc  *tn'Ct,  provided  he  tnkef  cnre  not 
^r4[i]>erlij  In  ob^rnct  the  name,  and  to 
lOTe  ih(?fa  within  a  rctisoni&bl^  ttnic^ 
ti  rery  obvioat  thatf  wtttjout  tbia 
nk^\  it  voahl  lie,  In  »ome  situations, 
irly  Of  quite  itripim'licflblu  to  liyild  at 
iVUHihr.  Lotftrop,  21  Hck,  272, 
r*  Thus,  in  AH  action  for  apecinl  drtni' 
:i  a^rnitist  the  author  of  an  obEstruction, 
fa*  hrld  that  a  itreet  of  a  tity  may  be 
itrocteii  hy  pkncing  material  for  build- 
hi  it  ffir  a  reasofvat4e  rime  and  io  as 
iKCA^ioTi  ch«  lc4wt  inconvenience,  if* 
ni  a  ^ant  of  room  eleewbcref  it  be 
fonftbl^  nejcessarr  to  deposit  in  the 
Bci :  ifcnd  a  plea  is  dcfectirt*  which  does 
1  av^rr  nr  ^bow  this  rt'ftsonablc  neccs- 
If,  II*  it  eaiinot  be  judicially  infirrrcd 
m  lUc  Taut  tJiat  the  building  was  being 
^tcid  in  a  populoui  i:ity :  W^iod  v. 
i'arf,  21  Ind.  SIS, 

la  addhton  to  the  C9.^t»  nlrendy  dtud, 
ft  folbwitig  caset  support  the  drtcnrine 
thfi  pnucipal  case  and  tht  ca^ws  already 
«d  in  thia  note ;  /2m:  v.  Jmtst^  3  Camp. 
»^  /kr  T.  TFonf,  4  A.  &  405; 

3  Camp,  220  ;  St.  Jnhn 
Nf^  York,  3  Bosw,  433  :  Cline  v, 
!iTjr»iU,  21  Gratit  (Caiiftdo^  1*2* 
A  firm  Of  Hide  walk  t-annot  be  habita* 
nm\  for  delivcrr  of  distilk^ry  slop* 
mgh  pi  pen  I  F^i^h  v*  Cti^mn*^himf  I 
tm  ;  or  for  wa^oti^  cmitintiidly 
itulifij*  %ti  re*.*eiTc  goods  r  /?ftr  w 
^1  *  East  427  ;  Or  receiving  barrel ji 
Voi,  XXXIII.— 32 


from  a  cHfj  prcsa  t  Ihmm  v,  Siftftrrfy^ 
17  Hnn  69  ;  or  fiir  iflwin^f  timlwr,  /i^#x 

JoiK'j,  3  Camp»  2*11)  ;  nor  oan  a  i^er* 
$on  obstruct  a  fttfcet  vvUU  n-an  it^i^Hi 
Mhcre  Ik?  htw  hvtn  in  the  habit  of  no 
il^in^  for  a  long  time  :  fVVmij?  t.  Bur- 
>ri£/,  16  B.  (N.  S.)  m  ;  lior  can  a 
(taije-coayh  itand  in  a  atre«t  to  ply  for 
paissetigcfA,  although  it  may  m  utop  lit 
put  down  or  take  up  paHieng^rt ;  Me^  v< 
Crtm,  3  Cam  p.  224, 

In  the  caiie  of  a  stage  coach  it  wa«  held 
that  if  it  stoppeil  for  an  tmn^atonablii 
time  on  a  public  !iigbway^  in  front  of 
and  ohstrnctiug  iha  t^ncranc<*  to  a  cfimp- 
meeting  grotirid,  it  might  lawfully  be 

movfd  on'*  hy  the  pcrion  in  charge 
of  tlie  ground*  Theeourt  Kaid  ;  '^Pcr' 
mm  have  a  right  to  travel  over  public 
streets  and  ruiula,  stopping  only  for 
necessary  pnr poses,  and  tlicn  only  for  a 
rfiii»DTmlde  time.  Stage  conrhcs  may 
stop  to  set  down  and  lake  up  pnsflcngiT?, 
as  this  is  nccesBary  for  public  conve- 
nience ;  hut  this  must  be  done  in  a  rea- 
BOnabk  time,  A  pt-rson  travelling  nn 
the  highway  must  do  so  in  such  a  way 
as  not  mincc^sBarily  or  unrfaj^imnhly  In 
impi?dc  the  eTtcrciffe  of  thi?  sume  ri\iht 
hj  others ;  ind  if  ho  does  not  exercise 
this  rif^ht  in  a  reasonable  mnpner,  he  ia 
guilty  of  a  tiui^ance  [citing  aiirhorities]. 
The  proof  in  this  case  clearly  shows  that 
the  coach  of  the  appellee^  hy  rcmiiining 
IT)  the  highway,  under  the  cireuniHtaiiccs 
as  testifictl  to  by  nearly  all  the  wili>ei*es 
on  both  Bides,  obstructed  the  trnvcl  over 
it  for  an  unrea^^oiiablc  time,  and  vva^  a 
public  BUiflaTice,  Without  stopping  to 
inquire  whether  any  one  whojie  rightu 
are  not  injured  or  ijiterfered  with  by  a 
public  nuisance  may  aluilc  it^  about 
whii*h  tbeie  is  some  cmjflrt't  in  the  deci- 
sions, there  can  be  tio  doubt  wbn lever 
that  any  person  whose  ri|:iits  are  injured 
Of  interfered  with  tnny  nhate  it,  provided 
its  abatement  does  not  involve  a  breach 
of  the  pence  Tarrter  v,  IMtzman^  54 
Md.  MS. 
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In  State  v.  Edfru,  85  N.  C.  522,  the 
defendant  was  indicted  in  a  common-law 
indictment  with  maintaining  a  noinance 
by  obstructing  a  street  in  that  he  kept  a 
market  cart  in  the  street  for  an  hour  and 
a  half,  and  the  jurj  rendered  a  special 
verdict  finding  that  he  was  notified  to 
remove  the  same,  but  refused ;  that  he 
and  a  number  of  other  persons  ifere 
jicrustomcd  to  occupy  places  on  the  street 
with  their  carts,  selling  vegetables,  etc., 
but  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  muni- 
Hpal  reprnlations,  and  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  alleged  obstruction,  there  was 
riie  usual  passing  of  vehicles  and  foot- 
passengers.  It  was  held  not  to  be  per  te 
a  nuisance. 

A  temporary  obstruction  does  not 
amount  to  such  an  obstruction  as  sub- 
jects the  person  placing  it  there,  in  all 
cases,  to  an  action  liable.  Thns,  a 
temporary  and  necessary  use,  such  as 
die  delivery  of  barrels  from  cars  on  skids 
across  a  sidewalk,  is  permissible,  pro- 
vided a  sufficient  space  is  left  on  the  other 
side  of  the  roadway  :  Mathews  v.  Keliey, 
58  Me.  56  ;  8.  c.  4  Am.  Rep.  248. 

In  Goldsmith  v.  Jones,  4S  How.  Pr. 
415,  the  plaintiffs,  who  occupied  a  store 
adjoining  the  defendant's,  built  a  box 
around  a  telegraph  pole,  projecting  two 
nnd  a  half  feet  on  the  sidewalk,  using  it 
IIS  a  sign  ;  the  defendant  obliterated  the 
name  on  the  side,  and  this  was  held  to 
be  a  malicious  trespass.  The  court  went 
further,  and  said  that  the  only  allowable 
act  of  abating  would  be  the  removal  of 
the  box,  and  this  could  not  be  justified 
tmless  it  specially  incommoded  the  de- 
fendant in  his  use  of  the  street  or  side- 
walk. 

Distributing  hand-bills  on  the  street 
whereby  a  crowd  was  gathered,  was  held 
not  indictable :  Rex  v.  Sarmon,  1  Burr 
516.  Where  a  village  ordinance  pro- 
vided that  the  sidewalk  in  front  of 
certain  stores  should  be  fourteen  feet 
wide,  and  that  the  outside  ten  feet  should 
be  of  uniform  grade  and  kept  clear  of 
all  obstructions,  but  the  inside  four  feet 


were  left  ungraded  and  were  occupi 
for  stairways,  show-tables,  etc.,  by  I 
owners  of  the  stores,  and  plaintiff,  witl 
the  four  feet  in  front  of  one  of  the  stor 
and  by  the  authority  of  the  owner,  kep 
fruit  and  candy  stand,  it  was  held  that  t 
stand  was  not  an  obstruction  to  the  8i( 
walk,  and  the  plaintiff^  was  not  liable 
arrest  by  a  peace  officer  for  keeping  \ 
same,  althoogh  a  crowd  may  have  c 
lected  in  front  of  it  so  as  to  obstruct  t 
street:  Barling  v.  West,  29  Wis.  S( 
But  a  person  is  a  trespasser  who,  instc 
of  passing  along  on  the  sidewalk  of 
street,  stops  in  front  of  a  man's  hou 
and  remains  there,  using  towards  h 
abusive  and  insulting  language :  Ada 
V.  Rivers,  II  Barb.  390.  Nor  may 
warn  the  public  from  another's  sh< 
or  with  a  placard  inscribed  *^  Beware 
Mock  Auctions  Gilbert  v.  MicUe, 
Sandf.  Ch.  357.  Nor  has  any  one 
right  to  display  such  goods  or  signs 
his  shop  windows,  or  to  collect  a  consU 
crowd  on  the  sidewalk,  obstructing  put 
travel — for  instance,  satirical  effigie 
Rex  V.  Carfile,  6  C.  &  P.  628  ;  dor  c 
a  constable  hold  an  auction  :  Com. 
MiUiman,  13  S.  ft  R.  403 ;  Com.  v.  A 
more,  supra. 

So  a  wooden  awning  in  front  of  a  st 
is  not  per  se  a  nuisance.  The  court  sai 
"  Hawkins,  who  owns  a  hotel  bnildi 
in  Tpsilauti,  filed  his  bill  to  restrain 
defendant,  who  owns  a  neighboring  st 
building,  from  maintaining  a  wooc 
awning  in  front  of  his  premises.  1 
complainant's  theory  seemed  to  be  tl 
this  is  a  public  nuisance  which  inji 
ously  afl*ects  him  specially.  The  awni 
is,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  no  more  o 
nuisance  than  it  would  have  been 
made  from  any  other  material,  and  it  ^ 
not,  as  shown  from  the  evidence,  snc 
structure  as  any  court  would  regard 
a  public  injury  or  grievance.  It  ^ 
such  as  was  used  habitually  in  Ypsila 
as  well  as  elsewhere,  and  was  recognii 
by  the  city  ordinance  as  not  objecti< 
able.   It  was,  therefore,  no  more  thai 
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rfnl  ufe  of  d^'f^pnrUiit'ih  own  pmperiy* 
'  *T'*'j'ial  griemncc  rrjmiilamerl  of  h 
'■11  it  obstructed  tho  ricw  of  tJi© 
and       piirtion  of  the  itrcet, 
*  ti^^tTtwrKiT  does  not  inftleAtf]  that 
*■*  liny  tcry  vifU  fotimltd  o!>joc- 
n  m  fftf  I  w  the  ftwninj:^  and  iheri  Is 
lfs:*l  obj<*ci1oii  to  it:**  Ha^fikimt 

Fliii  ft  fruit  stands  a  fiemiATicnt  strue- 
f  tlirre  f<*c(  eleven  inrTica  wide,  seven 
!  Uis^t  and  twenty-tliriee  fe^t  loii|r,  on 

m^d«  of  a  sidewalk  fifteen  feet  wide, 
I  nciinTice  per  S€ :  Stnu  t.  Berdrtittt 

huU  IS5  ;  ft.  c.       Am.  Rep.  117; 

Amer,  h*  R»^ff.  342  ;  Cow*  t,  JF™;* 
tA,  Brightly ^«  Rpp.  (PcTin,)  319.  See 
Uff  Statf,  IS  Tex,  App*  €15*  So 
r.m^  inT^  quntttttiea  of  itom  in  a 
►lie  hip:hwfty  is  XmlictoMa  i  Com.  v. 
OQ,  Met  115  ;  or  k^tepmg  a  CArt 
I  machm^^ry  fnr  the  purjioiie  uf  tAkiPg 
(togmphic  »kctches  :  Queen  y ,  Bttrk^ 

U.  P.  CaTi.  F.  575  ;  of  a  pmjopt- 
!  *liosv*tMjArd  :  Rmd  ^<  I^rrHt^  L*  R,, 
Bi-  DiT.  349,    See  Origmd  Hftriir- 

f.  71  a. 

8o  a  rttilwoy  rompauy  ennnot  turn  n 
wt  lEtto  a  car- yard  :  VarM  v.  Grttnd 
Tiiik  Hy.  Co..  23  P.  Hiinada  (C, 
)  143.  So  if  a  Ftreet  rtitlwrty  ufirea- 
™»Wy  use*  a  sipcct  in  frorn  of  a  lot  for 
iidiifs;*  and  s tori  rig  cars  to  the  injury 
the  owner  of  the  lot,  mch  owner  may 
irnttiri  an  ncfion  therefor  '  Mtthtidg 
[nAip/rii  Hd.  Co,,  91  148  ;  »,  c. 

Am.  Rep,  6^1  - 

A  tif>T«e  tin  law  fully  at  larp?  ou  a  hij^h- 
T  as  anuiiiAnee,  and  ii%  owner  ia  liiu 
U^T  any  daina;;efi  done  hy  it^  whether 
atiitnal  i»  *'icious  or  not  i  Botdtrin 
49  Conn,  113  ;  i»  c,  44  Amer. 

joB^  frtna  Cftses  of  frightening  horaes 
nnacqally  fiHl,  and  no  other  tiecd  be 
"^c,    A  few  instance*  will  be  cited » 
"Hia  filaintilTa  horse  became  frightened 


hy  a  r(»rk  in  I  hi?  dpfendattt**  ht(*hwny  In 
m  «ttt)atiof}  eiitrtdaled  to  frighten  lionK^A, 
and  the  ptainrilf  in  atrrritpting  ro  dis* 
mount  waft  injuiTd.  It  wa*  hetd  that  if 
ih«  hone  wm  tmumnagcahLc^  tbe 
plain  tiff  Wit  ditinoiinciiig  to  avind  rbn* 
g^r,  the  dcrendant  wa*  llahle,  lint  if  the 
horfiti  WHA  ntanat:«<Ahle,  and  the  plain li  If 
di!tTfM>iinieil  to  avoid  upprvht^ndiHl  dlfH- 
cnltyi  the  dH^ndant  wii!i  not  iia tile ;  and 
further  thut  (lii^  defi-iMliiTit  was  lial^k  for 
the  injury  Liei^nrnng  from  the  fritfht  of 
the  hofsii  ttt  the  rwk,  although  neither 
the  horta  nor  the  rarriage  eamc  itito  con- 
tact with  the  tovk^  the  hori»e  Win^^  ordi- 
narily tafe  and  s:i»nil«  ;  Card  v*  Citif  of 
Elhit^orih^  6S  %U.  547  ;  O,  20  Amer. 
Rep.  722,    But  Aee  Atjnew  C«>runnfi^ 

21  N,  w.  Rep.  era. 

A  town  is  not  liahle  for  daraagea  m%- 
tatncd  by  a  trfiveller  frotn  the  fripht  of 
hi 9  horse  at  njoeiing  cowa  in  the  road 
with  lM>ar<lfi  on  their  hom?«  und  also  from 
a  defect  in  thti  way  ;  the  conibiucd  action 
of  kith  eases  operating  to  produce  the 
acrid ent  i  Ptrkmn  hhnhitani*  f*f  Fag- 
ette^  66  Mc,  152;  a.  C*  SS  Am-  Rep> 
*4 ;  see  Afouhon  Samffordy  51  Me, 
127, 

Wlserc  a  horse  Feared  and  shied  at  ■ 
hole  in  a  fumpite^  the  eompany  was  hold, 
liable  :  BroakinlU^  ^r,,  Co*  v,  Pumphreg 
5&  Ind,  7i* ;  a.  c.  2&  Amer,  Rep,  76. 

If  a  city  allowB  wild  animals  exhibited 
in  the  street?,  it  is  linhle  if  they  frighten 
hor^ea  which  run  away  and  do  damage 
to  their  owner:  Littler,  Cityof  Matlinon, 
42  Wis.  643 ;  s,      24  Am.  Kep.  435, 

*'  A  hollow,  hi  nek  and  burnt  log  "  wa< 
held  to  entitle  to  a  recovery  under  certain 
circam*lan^e&  :  Ffyahai^  v.  Trntm  of  Glen 
Hat  iff  ^  25  Wis,  2B8  ;  e.  c,  3  Amer.  Rep, 
73 ;  so  the  blowing  of  a  ateam- whistle 
of  a  factory  near  a  highway  :  Knight  r, 
Goo(t^**(ir'' S  [mjia  Ruhhtr  fihvt  MnHuf'fur 
turiiifj  Co.,  38  Conn,  436  ■  a.  c,  !>  Am. 
Re  IS.  *06  ;  Ihrlrer  t.  Unim  Woollen  Co,, 
42  Conn,  399. 

A  j*team  traetion  en^ne,  or  roaiiatef^ 
is  not  a  DuisaDce  psT  xe  when  use*]  on  a 
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jitiblii:;  higUwiiv  t  Afaamtlyer  Y.  Ntd^Uf 
M  Mklu  212;  a*  c.  22  Am.  Ecp*  ; 
nnd  th^  Qiie  tisitig  tC  U  Hot  Unblo  At  oU 
ubI&^s  it  Avouid  frt|^1iten  urditiarj  horses ; 
Wufkins  V,  Htddin^  2  F.  &  F.  629  ^  see 
.SViiVA  V.  Stokes^  4  B.  &  S*  84,  ntid  fliir- 
Hmn  T*  Lrapert  5  L.  T.  (K.  S,)  640 ; 
Sc©  V,  ButJitiHun^  &2  Ind.  147  ; 

i-  c.  42  Ana,  Rep.  485  ;  nor  n  compauy 
for  rars  runniog  over  a  brid^'t  ucrc>s9  a 
higlnvaj  :  fllivjr  v,  BoMon  J*  Lott^tU  ltd, 
114  Moss.  350;  i.  c.  19  Am.  Rep. 
364.  TJkti2»  is  A  liabilltj,  boueT^r,  ft>r 
leavittg  a  fifcani  roller  over  SuHdciy  on 
lh&  highway  t  Ymmy  v.         J^UPeW,  39 


Cctin*  435  J  »pe  Harris  t,  MMn^  S  B 
DiT.       :  f .  c.  31  Monk  25i. 

Bui  a  teut  In  tbc  highway  h  vmk 
ohjocf  ^  tq  fri^htcii  lior««j  of  onhiit 
gijmlcne^* :  At^  s\  Citif  of  Nonrith^ 
Cut^n.  376  ;  ».  C.  12  Am.  Rep.  391 ; 
A  derrick  tmd  by  a  r»ilroad  CGinpiui 
Jonu  T.  IJotimi*mic  li*L  Co*^  107  Ma 
26  L  See  Hoimrd  v,  AbrfA  Brid^fjeati 
16  Piek.  189;  KeiVA  r.  S  All 

55 S ;  Kifiif^mrg  t.  Dmiham^  13  1 
166  ;  iMWfitnce  t.  J//,  IVwon^  3S  1 
100 ;  JfKJ-'rt  T.  Gfi^tf^  &b  Id.  538> 

CrawfordfTiliC,  Ind. 


Supreme  (hurt  of  Iowa, 
WOORE  0,  MONROE  et  al. 

An  injunctioti  will  not  be  f;:ranted  to  rei train  the  reading  or  rppeqtmjr  of 
Ci]>!c«  or  parts  thereof,  or  the  »^iTi|^iii|^  of  reli^ioua  ^oiigs,  tn  &  n^tdiool^  at  (be  *mt  0 
tux 'payer  wbofc  cliildren  are  not  ret|  wired  to  Ihj  present  during  sueh  exerelse^- 

Seeikm  1764  of  the  lown  Code,  providing  that  "  the  Bible  shaU  out  he  e3Kelia< 
from  any  ichof^l  or  institatioo  in  the  state^  nor  shall  any  pnpil  t>c  required  to  read 
<^iitrary  to  the  wishes  of  \ih  parent  or  gtnii^mti/*  h  not  ia  Tiolation  of  article 
S  3,  of  the  bHl  of  rights. 

Appeal  from  Davis  DiBtrict  Court. 

The  pLtintifT,  as  a  residerit  and  tax*payer  of  the  ificJependefit  tl 
trict  of  ISlooin field,  and  patron  of  the  public  school  taught  in  1 
district,  brings  this  auit  against  the  teachers  of  the  school  a 
directors  of  the  district,  and  prajs  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  t 
reading  or  repeating  of  the  Bible,  or  any  part  tl»ereof»  in  the  sclio 
and  to  prevent  the  singing  of  religious  songs  in  the  scbool.  T 
court  refnsed  to  grant  an  injunction,  and  from  the  order  of  refu 
plaiutiflf  appeals. 

F.  W.  Moore  iind  A      Steele^  for  appellant. 

S.  Carruthers  and  Payne  ^f*  Ekhelherger^  for  appellees* 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Aba  MB,  J, — ^Tbe  record  shows  thut  the  teacliera  of  the  school  o 
accustomed  to  occupy  a  few  minutes  each  HQorning  in  reading  seic 
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tioDs  from  the  Bible,  in  repeating  the  Lord's  prayer,  and  singing 
religious  songs ;  that  the  plaititiff  has  two  children  in  the  school, 
but  that  they  are  not  required  to  be  present  during  the  time  thus 
occopied.  The  record  further  shows  that  the  plaintiff  objected  to 
such  exercises,  and  requested  that  they  be  discontinued ;  but  the 
teachers  refused  to  discontinue  them,  and  the  directors  refused  to 
take  any  action  in  the  matter. 

The  plaintiff  concedes  that  under  a  statute  of  Iowa,  section 
1764  of  the  Code,  if  constitutional,  neither  the  school  directors  nor 
courts  have  power  to  exclude  the  Bible  from  public  schools.  The 
provision  of  the  statute  is  in  these  words:  The  Bible  shall  not  be 
excluded  from  any  school  or  institution  in  this  state,  nor  shall  any 
pupil  be  required  to  read  it  contrary  co  the  wishes  of  his  parent  or 
guardian."  Under  this  provision,  it  is  a  matter  of  individual  option 
with  school  teachers  as  to  whether  they  will  use  the  Bible  in  school 
or  not,  such  option  being  restricted  only  by  the  provision  that  no 
pupil  shall  be  required  to  read  it  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  his 
parent  or  guardian.  It  was  doubtless  thought  by  the  legislature 
that  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  school  boards  to  exclude,  by  official 
action,  the  Bible  from  schools,  would  result  in  unseemly  controver- 
sies, to  be  decided  ultimately  at  the  polls,  and  that  such  controversies 
would  naturally  disturb  the  harmony  of  school  districts,  and  impair 
the  efficiency  of  schools.  Whether  the  provision  is  a  wise  one,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  us  to  express  any  opinion.  It  is  the  law  of  the 
state,  unless  unconstitutional. 

The  plaintiff  insists,  however,  that  it  is  unconstitutional.  The 
provision  of  the  constitution  which  it  is  said  to  conflict  with  is 
article  1,  §  3,  bill  of  rights.  The  provision  is  in  these  words: 
^'  The  general  assembly  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establish- 
ment of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof ;  nor  shall 
any  person  be  compelled  to  attend  any  place  of  worship,  pay  tithes, 
taxes,  or  other  rates  for  building  or  repairing  places  of  worship,  or 
the  maintenance  of  any  minister  or  ministry." 

The  plaintiff's  position  is  that,  by  the  use  of  the  school-house  as 
a  place  for  reading  the  Bible,  repeating  the  Lord's  prayer,  and 
singing  religious  songs,  it  is  made  a  place  of  worship;  and  so  his 
children  are  compelled  to  attend  a  place  of  worship,  and  he,  as  a 
tax-payer,  is  compelled  to  pay  taxes  for  building  and  repairing 
a  place  of  worship. 

We  can  conceive  that  exercises  like  those  described  might  be 


254 


MOORE  V.  MONROE. 


adopted  with  other  views  than  those  of  worship,  and  possibly  they 
are  in  the  case  at  bar ;  but  it  is  hardly  to  be  presamed  that  this  is 
wholly  so.  For  the  purposes  of  the  opinion  it  may  be  conceded 
that  the  teachers  do  not  intend  to  wholly  exclude  the  idea  of  wor- 
ship. It  would  follow,  from  such  concession,  that  the  school-house 
is,  in  some  sense,  for  the  time  being,  made  a  place  of  worship 
But  it  seems  to  us  that  if  w^e  should  hold  that  it  is  made  a  place  of 
worship  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution,  we  should  put  a 
very  strained  construction  upon  it.  The  object  of  the  provision,  vre 
think,  is  not  to  prevent  the  casual  use  of  a  public  building  as  a 
place  for  offering  prayer,  or  doing  other  acts  of  religious  worship, 
but  to  prevent  the  enactment  of  a  law  whereby  any  person  can  be 
compelled  to  pay  taxes  for  building  or  repairing  any  place  designed 
to  be  used  distinctively  as  a  place  of  worship.  The  object,  we  think, 
was  to  prevent  an  improper  burden. 

It  is,  perhaps,  not  to  be  denied  that  the  principle,  carried  out  to 
its  extreme  logical  results,  might  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  appel- 
lant's position ;  yet  we  cannot  think  that  the  people  of  Iowa,  in 
adopting  the  constitution,  had  such  extreme  view  in  mind.  The 
burden  of  taxation  by  reason  of  the  casual  use  of  a  public  building 
for  worship,  or  even  such  stated  use  as  that  shown  in  the  case  at 
bar,  is  not  appreciably  greater.  We  do  not  think,  indeed,  that  the 
iplaintiff  *s  real  objection  grows  out  of  the  matter  of  taxation.  We 
infer  from  his  arguments  that  his  real  objection  is  that  the  religious 
exercises  are  made  a  part  of  the  educational  system,  into  which  his 
children  must  be  drawn  or  made  to  appear  singular,  and  perhaps 
be  subjected  to  some  inconvenience.  But,  so  long  as  the  plaintiff's 
children  are  not  required  to  be  in  attendance  at  the  exercises,  we 
cannot  regard  the  objection  as  one  of  great  weight.  Besides,  if 
we  regarded  it  as  of  greater  weight  than  we  do,  we  should  have 
to  say  that  we  do  not  find  anything  in  the  constitution  or  law  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  can  properly  ground  his  application  for  relief. 
Possibly,  the  plaintiff  is  a  propagandist,  and  regards  himself  charged 
with  a  mission  to  destroy  the  influence  of  the  Bible.  Whether  this 
be  so  or  not,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  courts  are  charged  with 
no  such  miesion. 

We  think  that  the  injunction  was  properly  denied. 

Affirmed. 

Neither  the  Federal  government  nor  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion : 
any  state  government  can  make  anj  law    Const.  U.  S.,  Amend.  1 ;  2  Kent's  Com. 
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95  etieq,;  Rawle  on  Const.  ISI  ;  Stoiy 
oa  Const,  sec.  1879  ;  Reynolds  y.U.  S., 
98  U.  S.  145,  and  the  state  constitutions 
generallj.  An  ordinance  giring  a  special 
priTilege  to  one  sect  infringes  this  princi- 
ple :  SSreceport  t.  Levy^  26  La.  An.  671. 

Ifor  can  either  State  or  Federal  govern- 
ment compel  attendance  upon  religions 
worship,  nor  hinder  the  free  exercise  of 
religioQS  belief  and  expression:  Coolej 
Const.  Lim.  470,  et  seq.  Bat  a  law  is 
not  miconstitational  because  it  forbids 
what  one  may  consciention-sly  think  right 
or  requires  what  one  may  conscientionsly 
think  wroDg:  Donahoe  t.  Richards,  38 
Me.  376 ;  Ferritir  r.  Tyler,  48  Vt.  444  ; 
Reynoids  r.  U.  S.,  98  U.  S.  145. 

^or  can  either  government,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  impose  any  tax  for  religious 
purposes ;  but  otherwise  in  New  Hamp- 
shire: Const.,  pt.  1,  art.  6;  and  see, 
also,  Barnes  v.  fXrst  Parish,  6  Mass. 
401.  It  has  been  said  that  religion 
and  relipons  worship  are  not  so  placed 
under  the  ban  of  the  constitution  that 
they  may  not  be  allowed  to  become  the 
recipient  of  any  incidental  benefit  whatso- 
ever from  the  public  bodies  or  authorities 
of  the  state."  And  the  use  of  a  school- 
house  for  religious  meetings,  when  not 
required  for  school  purposes,  is  not  un- 
constitutional :  Nichols  V.  School  Direct- 
sn,  93  HI.  61  ;  B.  o.  34  Am.  Rep.  160 ; 
Tawnsend  v.  Hagan,  35  Iowa  195  ;  Da- 
vis V.  Boget,  50  Id.  1 1.  But  it  has  been 
held,  on  the  other  hand,  that  such  use  is 
not  allowable :  Spencer  v.  School  Dist,, 
15  Kan.  259 ;  b.  c.  22  Am.  Rep.  268 ; 
Dorton  T.  Hem,  67  Mo.  301 ;  School 
Dist.  V.  Arnold,  21  Wis.  657  ;  Scqfield 
V.  School  Dist,,  27  Conn.  499.  And  in 
Ohio,  that  they  have  no  power  to  lease 
it  for  holding  a  select  school :  Weir 
Day,  35  Ohio  St.  143. 

The  powers  of  school  boards  are  lim- 
ited to  those  expressly  granted  and  those 
resulting  by  necessary  implication  from 
those  granted :  Stevenson  v.  School  Di- 
Tutors,  87  HI.  255  ;  Wells  v.  People,  71 
Id.  532 ;  dark  v.  School  Directors,  78 


Id.  474 ;  Peers  v.  Bd.  of  Ed.,  72  Id 
508 ;  School  Directors  v.  Fogleman^  76 
Id.  189:  State  Omaha,  7  Neb.  267  ; 
Gehling  v.  School  Dist,,  10  Id.  239  ;  Man- 
ning  v.  Van  Buren,  28  la.  332  ;  Bank 
V.  Coffin^ s  Grove,  51  Id.  350;  Adatns 
V.  State,  82  111.  132 ;  State  v.  Bd.  of 
Ed.,  35  Ohio  St.  368.  They  have 
power  to  dismiss  or  exclude  a  pupil  from 
school,  when  necessary  to  maintain  good 
order  and  government:  Stephenson  v. 
Hall,  14  Biirb.  222  ;  Sewell  v.  ]^d.  of 
Ed.,  29  Ohio  89  ;  Hodgkinsv,  Rockpott, 
105  Mass.  475  ;  Ferriter  v.  Tyler,  48 
Vt.  444  ;  Bd.  of  Ed.  v.  Thompson, 
33  Ohio  St.  321  ;  Burdick  v.  Babcock, 
31  la.  562  ;  Murphy  v.  Directors,  30 
Id.  429 ;  Spear  t.  Cummings,  23  Pick. 
226.  And  are  not  liable  for  an  error  in 
judgment  in  so  doing:  Dritt  v,  Snod- 
grass,  66  Mo.  286  ;  McCormick  v.  Burt, 
95  HI.  263;  Donahoe  v.  Richards,  38 
Me.  376.  They  have  general  power  to 
make  rules  for  the  government  of  the 
school,  but  such  rules  must  be  reason- 
able: Sherman  v.  Charleston,  8  Cush. 
160 ;  Guernsey  v.  Pitkin,  32  Vt.  225 ; 
Ward  V.  Flood,  48  Cal.  36  ;  Donahoe  v. 
Richards,  38  Me.  376  ;  Roe  v.  Demg, 
21  Ohio  St.  66 ;  Rulison  v.  Pbst,  79  111. 
567  ;  School  Trustees  v.  People,  87 
111.  303.  What  are  reasonable  rules  is 
a  question  of  law :  Thotnpam  v.  Beaver, 
63  111.  353.  In  some  states  a  rule  re- 
quiring pupils  to  pursue  particular  studies 
is  considered  reasonable  :  Seicell  v.  Bd, 
of  Ed.,  29  Ohio  St.  89  :  Guernsey  v. 
Pitkin,  32  Vt.  225  ;  and  in  State  y.  Miz- 
ner,  50  Iowa  145 ;  b.  o.  32  Am.  Rep. 
128,  it  was  held  that  while  a  pupil  may 
not  be  chastised  for  not  pursuing  a  study 
to  which  the  parent  objects,  he  may  be 
expelled.  In  Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  is  held  that  a  pupil 
cannot  bo  required  to  pursue  a  study 
when  the  parents  request  that  he  be  ex- 
cused from  so  doing :  School  Trustees  v. 
People,  87  111.  303 ;  Rulison  v.  Post,  79 
Id.  567  ;  Morrow  v.  Wood,  35  Wis.  59  ; 
B.  0.  17  Am.  Rep.  471. 
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A  rule  requiring  the  school  to  be 
opened  with  religions  exercises,  where 
attendance  upon  such  exercises  is  not 
obligatory,  has  eb»e where  been  held  to 
be  a  reasonable  rule  ;  and  during  such 
exorcises  all  pupils  may  be  required  to 
lay  aside  their  books,  obserre  good  at- 
tention, and  bow  the  head  during  prayer : 
Spiller  V.  Wobum,  12  Allen  127  ;  McCor- 
midc  V.  Burt^  95  III.  263.  Some  deci- 
sions have  gone  further,  and  hare  held 
that  pupils  may  be  required  to  read  the 
Bible,  as  a  school  exercise,  even  against 
the  protest  of  the  parents:  Donahoe  v. 
Richards,  38  Me.  376  ;  Wall  v.  Cooke, 
7  Am.  Law  Reg.  (0.  S.)  417. 

It  is,  however,  equally  competent  for 
the  school  board  to  exclude  the  Bible 
from  the  school  where  its  presence  is  not 
expressly  required  by  law  :  Bd.  of  Ed. 
V.  Minor,  23  Ohio  St.  211. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  request  from 


parents  and  spiritual  adviser  that  pnpila 
be  excused  from  school  to  attend  rclig;ioii8 
exercises  will  furnish  no  valid  excuse  for 
such  absence,  and  that  for  such  absence 
pupils  may  be  excluded  from  the  school : 
Ferriter  v.  Tyler,  48  Vt.  444.  As  lo 
general  power  to  expel  for  absence,  sec 
Bwrdick  v.  Babcock,  31  Iowa  562  ;  King 
School  nd.,7l  Mo.  628  ;  8.  c.  36  Am. 
Rep.  499;  Russell  v.  Lynnjield,  116 
Mass.  365. 

Wliile  the  decisions  in  some  of  the 
cases  cited  seem  to  carry  the  principle  to 
an  unnecessary  extent,  that  laid  down 
in  the  principal  case  seems  reasonable, 
and  we  have  been  unable  to  find  any 
authorities  holding  an  opposite  view. 
See  2  Kent's  Com.  *196,  note  "  j,*'  lat- 
ter part ;  2  Story  on  Const.,  sec.  1871, 
1873. 

M.  D.  EwELi^ 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  Ohio, 
BLANDY'S  ADMINISTRATOR  r.  HALL  &  CO. 

Mortgages  invalid  against  the  creditors  of  a  mortgagor  are  invalid  against  his 
assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 

The  lien  of  such  a  mortgage  is  not  preserved  by  a  clause  in  the  assignment  except- 
ing fi'om  its  operation  all  existing  liens  and  providing  that  such  liens  shall  not  be 
afiTectcd  thereby. 

Where  a  statute  requires  the  entry,  on  a  chattel  mortgage,  of  a  certain  Ftatement, 
a  defect  in  such  statement  cannot  be  cured  by  conditions  contained  in  the  mortgage 
but  not  referred  to  in  the  statement. 

Error  to  the  District  Court  of  Washington  County. 

On  the  9th  of  February  1867,  John  L.  Taylor  executed  to  Henry 
Blandy  a  chattel  mortgage  on  certain  property  therein  described, 
to  indemnify  Blandy  as  surety  for  Taylor  on  certain  indebtedness 
therein  specified.  On  this  mortgage  was  entered  a  statement  veri- 
fied under  oath  as  follows : 

"  The  State  of  Ohio,  Muskingum  County,  m. 

Henry  Blandy,  mortgagee,  being  duly  sworn,  upon  his  oath 
says  that  the  within-named  mortgagor,  John  L.  Taylor,  is  indebted 
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to  him  in  the  Bum  of  $1030,  with  interest ;  that  the  said  claim  is 
just  and  unpaid ;  and  that  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  same,  the 
within  mortgage  has  heen  executed  to  him  in  good  faith. 

Henry  Blandy." 

On  the  31st  of  March  and  the  16th  of  April,  respectively,  Taylor 
executed  to  Blandy  other  chattel  mortgages,  similar  in  all  respects 
to  the  foregoing,  except  as  to  names,  dates,  amounts  and  description 
of  property.    These  several  mortgages  were  duly  filed. 

On  the  19th  of  April  1877,  Taylor  executed  to  one  Alexander 
Johnson  a  deed  of  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  describ- 
ing certain  property,  real  and  personal.  This  deed  contains  the 
following  clause : 

"  This  conveyance  includes  all  the  real  and  personal  property 
owned  by  me,  whether  specifically  described  herein  or  not,  except- 
ing from  the  operation  of  this  assignment  all  existing  liens,  which 
are  not  to  be  afiected  hereby ;  excepting  therefrom  and  saving  and 
reserving  to  the  said  John  L.  Taylor  his  homestead,  and  all  other 
rights  and  property  to  which  he  may  be  entitled  under  the  home- 
stead exemption  or  other  laws  of  Ohio." 

This  deed  was  duly  filed  in  the  probate  court,  in  Muskingum 
connty,  and  subsequently  Henry  Blandy  was  appointed  trustee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  in  the  place  of  Alexander  Johnson, 
issignee. 

Henry  Blandy,  as  successor  of  Johnson,  converted  the  assigned 
property,  including  the  chattels  embraced  in  the  foregoing  mort- 
gages, into  money,  and  filed  in  the  probate  court  his  account, 
claiming  a  credit  of  $1082.78  on  account  of  moneys  paid  as  surety 
for  Taylor,  under  the  chattel  mortgages  aforesaid. 

The  probate  court  allowed  the  credit  claimed  by  Blandy,  holding 
the  mortgages  to  be  valid  liens  against  the  general  creditors  of  the 
assignor. 

The  creditors,  Benedict,  Hall  &  Co.  and  others,  appealed  from 
fhis  judgment  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Muskingum  county, 
where  the  preference  of  Blandy 's  mortgages  over  the  claims  of  gen- 
eral creditors  was  denied.  The  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas,  on 
error,  was  affirmed  by  the  District  Court. 

Mo9e$  M,  Granger  and  A.  W.  Train^  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

John  King^  T.  J.  Taylor  and  J.  T.  CreWj  for  defendant  in  error. 
VoIm  XXXlil.— 38 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

McIlVainb,  J. — Two  questions  are  presented  in  this  case:  1.  Ii 
the  administration  of  the  assigned  estate,  did  the  mortgage  oi 
Blandy  have  priority  over  the  claims  of  other  creditors  ?  2.  If  not 
did  the  exception  of  liens  in  the  deed  of  assignment  give  precedenc 
to  Blandy  over  the  other  creditors  ? 

1.  At  the  time  these  mortgages  were  executed  it  was  provider 
by  statute  that  every  mortgage  of  goods  and  chattels  shall  be  abso 
lutely  void,  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  unless  th( 
mortgagee,  his  agent  or  attorney,  ^Mn  case  the  said  instrument  shal 
have  been  given  to  indemnify  the  mortgagee  against  a  liability  ai 
surety  for  the  mortgagor,  shall  enter  thereon  a  true  statement  oi 
such  liability,  and  that  said  instrument  was  taken  in  good  fait! 
to  indemnify,  against  any  loss  that  may  result  therefrom,'*  &c. :  S 
&  C.  475,  §  1,  and  66  Ohio  L.  345,  §  2. 

In  Hanes  v.  Tiffany ^  25  Ohio  St.  549,  it  was  held  that  the  omis 
sion  to  enter  upon  a  chattel  mortgage  the  statement  required  bj 
the  statute,  renders  the  mortgage  void  as  against  the  creditors  oi 
the  mortgagor,  and  a  mortgage  void  as  to  creditors  is  void  as  against 
the  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  But,  in  Q-ardiner  v.  Par 
tnalee,  31  Ohio  St.  551,  it  was  held  where  the  afiidavit  (statement; 
refers  to  matters  contained  in  the  mortgage,  the  matters  thus  referrec 
to  are  to  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  affidavit  (statement).  These 
cases  are  referred  to  and  approved  in  Nesbit  v.  Wortz^  37  Ohio  St 
378,  and,  we  think,  are  conclusive  on  the  question  now  under  con 
sideration.  These  mortgages  of  Blandy  were  given  to  indemni^ 
him  against  a  liability  as  surety  for  the  mortgagor.  This  fact  ii 
stated  in  the  mortgages,  but  such  statement  is  not  entered  on  th( 
mortgage  nor  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  mortgagee,  nor  is  ii 
referred  to  in  the  affidavit.  The  statement  in  the  affidavit  simplj 
is  that  the  mortgagor  is  indebted  to  the  mortgagee  in  the  sun 
named;  that  the  said  claim  is  just  and  unpaid;  and  that  to  secun 
the  payment  of  the  same,  the  within  mortgage  has  been  executed  U. 
him  in  good  faith.  This  is  not  a  true  statement  of  the  liabilitj 
as  surety  against  which  the  mortgage  purports  to  be  indemnity 
and  no  reference  is  made  in  the  affidavit  to  any  matter  that  car 
supply  the  omission. 

We  admit  that  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  requirement  of 
the  statute  is  sufficient.    What  does  the  statute  require  ?    That  the 
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3iongagee  ahM  state,  under  oath,  wbat  the  linbilitj  h  for  which 
be  k  bound  bm  siiretj^  and  the  mortgage  wua  given  in  good  f^iith  to 
indemnify  him  against  toaa  as  suretj  from  such  liability.  The  affi- 
davit elates  the  mortgagor  is  indebted  to  the  afliant,  and  that  the 
mortgage  wet  gi?eii  in  good  faith  to  secure  the  payment  of  such 
debt.  No  reference  h  made  to  the  contents  of  the  mortgage,  and 
hr  that  reason  we  think  the  morignge  is  void  as  agatn^^t  the 
creditors  of  the  mortgagor, 

2.  As  to  the  next  question.  The  deed  of  assignment  excepts 
from  the  operation  of  tbe  assignment  all  existing  liens  nbich  are 
not  to  be  affected  thereby/'  By  no  fair  interpretation  of  this 
cktisc  cnn  it  be  said  that  the  aasignor  intended  to  except  from  tbe 
opemtion  of  the  assignment  his  equity  of  redemption  in  the  mort- 
gagal  property.  The  assigned  estate  was  administered  on  the 
theory  that  the  equity  of  redemption  passed  to  the  assignee  for 
thu  beri(jfit  of  creditors.  What^  then,  was  the  purpose  of  this 
cUus6?  We  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  intention  vas 
tosectire  the  mortgagees  the  full  amount  of  their  liens  to  the  extent 
thzi  Emh  liens  were  valid  as  against  the  assignor. 

Can  miih  purpose  be  accomplished  by  such  means?  We  think  not 
Undoubtedly  these  mortgages  were  valid  as  against  the  assigtior, 
bat  md  as  against  his  creditors.    By  the  assignment  the  rights 
of  creditors  passed  to  the  assignee  us  matter  of  law.    The  possee- 
iim  of  the  assignee  was  the  possession  of  creditors.    The  right 
of  creditors  to  sei^e  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  did 
ml  exist,  but  the  assignee  was  bound,  in  law,  to  administer  the 
*ntet  for  their  benefit.    Every  right  which  the  creditors  might  have 
ssmed  agiiinst  the  property  before  the  assigninentj  the  assignee  is 
booad  to  secure  for  their  benefit  after  the  afisignment.    Liens  invalid 
tiagainst  creditors  at  the  time  of  assignment  remain  invalid.  These 
mortgages  were  void  as  against  creditors  at  the  time  of  tbe  assign- 
lent,  unless  they  were  made  valid  by  the  clause  of  the  deed  of 
tssignmeni  now  under  consideration.    The  validity  or  invalidity 
f  an  alleged  lien  is  a  questi^jn  of  law.    It  does  not  depend  on  tbe 
rill  of  the  grantor  in  an  alleged  mortgage.    This  clause  neither 
rdidated  nor  invalidated  the  mortgage  in  any  respect;  nor  did  it 
iiccpt  or  assume  to  except  from  the  operation  of  the  assignment 
k*  mortguged  property.     The  property  was  assigned  subject  to 
he  liens  upon  ii,  and  it  is  the  law,  not  the  dictation  or  convention 
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of  the  parties  which  determines  the  validity  of  the  liens,  and  against 
whom  they  exist. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
Johnson,  G.  J.,  took  no  part  in  the  decision. 


Subject  to  what  Assioneb  Takes. 
— As  a  general  proposition,  an  assignee 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  takes  the 
property  subject  to  all  prior  equities: 
WiUiama  v.  Winsor,  12  R.  I.  9  ;  Moody 

Sitton,  2  Ired.  Eq.  382  ;  Codwise  v. 
Gelstoiij  10  Johns.  507  ;  Haggerty  v. 
Palmer^  6  Johns.  Ch.  437  ;  Frow  v. 
Dowman^  1 1  Ala.  880 ;  Reed  v.  Sattds, 
37  Barb.  185  ;  Leger  v.  Bonqffe,  2  Id. 
475  ;  Addison  v.  Burdcmyer^  4  Sandf. 
Ch.  498  ;  Stow  v.  Yancood,  20  111.  497  ; 
Goodwin  V.  J/ix,  38  Id.  115  ;  Griffin  v. 
Marquordt,  17  N.  Y.  28  ;  Plunkett  v. 
Carew,  I  Hill  Ch.  169  ;  Roberta  r,  Cor- 
6in,  26  Iowa  315  ;  Tharpe  y.  Dunlap,  4 
Heisk.  674  ;  Wairen  v.  Fenn,  28  Barb. 
333  ;  Com  v.  Si/iw,  3  Mete.  (Ky.)  391  ; 
Garrison* s  Appeal^  2  Grunt  Cas.  216; 
State  T.  Paiten^  49  Me.  383  ;  Stockett 
V.  Goodman^  47  Md.  54 ;  Se4jy  v.  Rome 
Banky  66  Ga.  609  ;  Zuring  v.  Cox,  78 
Ky.  527  ;  incumbrances  :  Coming  t. 
White,  2  Paijrc  567  ;  [Valker  t.  Miller^ 
11  Ala.  1067  ;  Crod)y  t.  Hiliyer,  24 
Wend.  280 ;  Van  Heusen  t.  Radcliff, 
17  N.  Y.  580;  Mellon* t  Appeal,  32 
Penn.  St.  121  ;  Swoyer* a  Appeal,  5  Id. 
377  ;  Twelves  v.  Williams,  3  Whait.  485  ; 
Wurtz  V.  Hart,  13  Iowa  515  ;  Dimon  v. 
Detmonico,  35  Barb.  554 ;  Uogan  v. 
Strayhom,  65  N.  C.  279  ;  In  re  Howe, 
1  Paige  Ch.  12  5;  G*Hara  v.  Jones,  46 
111.  288  ;  Wdlis  v.  Henderson,  5  Id.  13  ; 
and  set-offs  :  Bank  oj  Uarrisburg  v. 
Sherlock,  16  Bankr.  Reg.  62;  Ainslie 
V.  Boynton,  2  Barb.  258 ;  /Vy  v.  Boyd, 
3  Gratt.  73;  IFAarton  v.  Hopkins,  11 
Ired.  505  ;  Haywood  v.  McNair,  2  D. 
&  B.  283.  But  see  McConnaugkey  t. 
C/iambers,  64  N.  C.  284. 

Thus,  he  takes  real  estate  subject  to 
equitable  liens  for  the  purchase-money : 


Com  T.  Sims,  3  Mete.  (Ky.)  391  ;  and 
see  Zaring  v.  Cox,  78  Ky.  527  ;  and  ex 
isting  mortgages :  Wurtz  t.  Hart,  13 
Iowa  515  ;  Dimon  t.  Delmonico^  35  Barb. 
554 ;  Luchenbach  t.  Brickenstein,  5  W. 
&  S.  145  ;  judgment  liens.  See  Crosby  t. 
Hillyer,  24  Wend.  280.  But  compare 
Mifflin  V.  /?ar«y,  3  Rawlc  483  ;  me- 
chanics' liens:  Twelves  Williams^  3 
Whart.  485  ;  Murry  t.  Hutcheson,  8 
Abb.  N.  Cas.  423 ;  and  legacies  charged 
upon  it:  Couch  v.  Delaplaine,  2  N.  Y. 
397  ;  Swoyer*8  Appeal^  5  Penn.  St.  377. 
Likewise,  he  takes  deposits  in  bank 
subject  to  any  lien  which  the  bunk  may 
have  on  the  same :  Beckwiih  y.  Bank,  3 
Whart.  485  ;  goods  levied  upon  subject 
to  tlie  levy  :  Crosby  v.  Hillyer,  24  Wend. 
280;  and,  as  stated,  debts  and  cboaea 
in  action  subject  to  the  right  of  set-off  in 
the  debtor :  Bank  of  Harrisburg  v.  Sker- 
lock;  Ainslie  v.  Boynton;  Fry  y.  Boyd; 
Wharton  v.  Hopkins ;  Haywood  t, 
McNair,  supra. 

The  owners  of  subsisting  and  ralid 
liens  on,  and  equities  in,  the  property 
assigned,  are  in  no  wise  affected  in  their 
rights  by  the  fact  of  the  assignment.  A 
prior  mortgagee,  for  example,  may  fore- 
close his  mortgage  after  the  assignment 
as  effectually  as  if  it  had  not  been  made  ; 
and  if  tlie  assignee  sells  the  mortgaged 
property  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  is 
transferred  to  the  fund  arising  from  the 
sale:  Lindermann  t.  Ingham,  36  Ohio 
St.  1. 

Whew  Equity,  Liew  os  Set-off 

MUST    HATE    BEEN  ACQUIRED.  —  The 

equity,  lien,  or  set-off,  to  be  available, 
must  have  been  acquired  prior  to  the 
taking  effect  of  die  assignment:  Smith 
V.  Brinckerhnff,  6  N.  Y.  305  ;  Myers  t. 
Davis,  22  Id.  489;  Martine  v.  Willis, 
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S  £.  D.  Smith  524 ;  Bank  r.  Knox,  19 
Gratt.  739,  747  ;  Birdtoell  Cain,  1 
Caldw.  (Tenn.)  301 ;  Braskear  v.  West, 
7  Pet.  608. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  lien  attach- 
ing snbseqaent  to  the  making  of  the  as- 
fiignmeDt  and  prior  to  its  acceptance  by 
the  tnistee  has  precedence :  Crosby  v. 
Bilifer,  24  Wend.  280. 

A  set-ofT,  to  be  maintainable  against 
the  assignee,  must  haye  been  also  duo  at 
tfte  time  of  the  assignment :  Wells  t. 
Aevarg,  S  Barb.  40  ;  Keep  t.  Lord,  2 
Bwr  •»« ;  Lawrence  v.  Bank^  3  Rob. 
m;  Eeckmth  v.  Bank,  9  N.  Y.  211  ; 
Mfeny.  Dams,  22  Id.  489  ;  Loehoood 
V.  Bedcwitk,  6  Mich.  168,  175.  Conira . 
Maai  Y.  Goodman,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  275. 
And  see  Morrow  v.  Bright,  20  Mo. 
M8;  Pryx,  Boyd,  3  Gratt,  73.  It  is 
not  sufficient  that  it  became  due  before 
suit  was  commenced  :  Hickay.  McGrorty, 
2  Doer  295.  Or,  if  a  judgment,  it  must 
btTe  been  obtained  before  the  assign- 
ment: Ogdeny,  Prentice,  33  Barb.  160. 

A  creditor  cannot  set  off  his  claim 
against  the  valae  of  goods  purchased  at 
tiie  assignee's  sale  :  Bateman  v.  Connor, 
I  Halst.  L.  104. 

Assignee  kot  a  "  Bova-vids  Pur- 
CHASSR.'* — It  has  been  attempted  to 
establish  the  doctrine  that  an  assignee 
for  the  bene6t  of  creditors  is  a  "  bona 
fide  purchaser"  for  ralue  within  the  con- 
temphition  of  the  registry  and  other  acts 
dengned  for  the  protection  of  snch  par- 
ties, and  hence  not  bound,  for  instance, 

prior  equities  of  which  he  had  no  no- 
txe  at  the  time  of  the  assignment ;  but 
while  this  view  has  been  entertained  bj 
sereral  courts :  Dey  v.  Dunham,  2  Johns, 
a  182 ;  Wickham  v.  Martin,  13  Gratt. 

Evans  r.  Greenhow,  15  Id.  153; 
Fjdmge  Bankr.  Knox,  19  Id.  739;  Hoi- 
Iker  T.  Low!,  2  Mich.  309 ;  Gates  y. 
[dme,  19  Mo.  )7.  Also  see  Wise 
Wmer,  23  Mo.  237  ;  Bardcastle  t. 
Fishr,  24  LI.  70  ;  the  prevailing  opin- 
ioo  ii  that  unless  there  be  a  consideration 
therefor  of  some  sort  at  the  time,  or 


some  right  giyen  up,  an  assignment  for 

the  benefit  of  creditors  will  not  constitute 
the  assignee  nor  the  creditors  bona  fide 
purchasers  for  ralue  within  the  meaning 
of  such  statutes,  but  they  will,  so  far  as 
such  provisions  are  concerned,  take  sub- 
ject to  prior  and  valid  equities  and  liens, 
whether  or  not  they  bad  notice  of  them : 
Clark  V.  Flint,  22  Pick.  231  ;  Frow  v. 
Bowman,  11  Ala.  880  ;  Walker  y.  Miller, 
Id.  1067  ;  Pierson  v.  Manning,  2  Mich. 
444  ;  Knowlet  v.  Lord,  4  Whart.  500  ; 
Haggerty  v.  Palmer,  6  Johns.  Ch.  437  ; 
Griffin  v.  Marquardt,  17  N.  Y.  28  ; 
Maas  V.  Goodman,  2  Hilt.  275  ;  Willis 
V.  Henderson,  5  III.  13;  Slade  v.  Van 
Vechten,\  \  Paige  21  ;  Arnold y.  Grimes 
2  la.  (Clarke)  1  ;  Wolf  v.  Eichelberger, 
2  P.  &  W.  (Penn.)  346;  Twelres  v. 
Williams,  3  Whart.  485;  Vandyke  v. 
Christ,  7  W.  AS.  373 ;  In  re  Howe,  1 
Paige  Ch.  125;  Leger  v.  Bonaffee,  2  Barb. 
475 ;  Taylor  v.  Baldwin,  10  Id.  637  ; 
Sieman  v.  Austin,  33  Id.  20 ;  Reed  v. 
Sands,  37  Barb.  185;  Schirffelin  v. 
Hawkins,  14  Abb.  Pr.  118 ;  s.  c.  1 
Daly  294;  Ray  v.  Birdseye,  2  Dcnio 
626  ;  Wood  v.  Robinson,  22  N.  Y.  567  ; 
Van  Waggoner  v.  Moses,  26  N.  J.  L. 
570 ;  Bridgford  v.  Barbour,  80  Ky.  529. 

Lien  Void  as  to  Creditoks. — The 
doctrine  of  the  principal  case  exprepscd 
in  the  first  paragraph  of  the  syllabus, 
namely,  that  **a  mortgage  void  as  to 
creditors  [by  reason  of  some  inherent 
defect  or  a  failure  to  file  or  have  re- 
corded] is  void  as  against  an  assignee 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,''  is  not  un- 
ox)ntroverted.  Indeed,  although  it  is 
supported  by  the  former  decision  of  the 
same  court  in  Hanes  v.  Tiffany,  therein 
cited,  and  decisions  elsewhere :  Building 
Association  v.  Willson,  41  Md.  506 ; 
Swift  V.  Thompson,  9  Conn.  63  ;  Rood 
V.  Welch,  28  Id.  157  ;  In  re  Leland,  10 
Blatch.  503;  Barkery,  Smith,  12  Bank. 
Reg.  474,  it  is  contradicted  by  decisions 
of  courts  of  very  high  authority :  Vanheu- 
sen  v.  Radcliff,  17  N.  Y.  580 ;  Mellon' s 
Appeal,  32  Penn.  St.  121 ;  Luckenbach 
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T<  Brickensiein^  5  W.  k  8.  145; 
Wtik^^nmn  t.  Barrows ^  41  Mich.  363  J 
and  consult  Williams  PTiiwor,  12  R. 
L  9  ;  i^itiitiW  V.  Slevin,  26  Ind.  124 ; 
Dorsej/  v.  Smithaottf  6  Harr.  &  Johns. 
6K  Theae  different  decisions  proceed 
upon  different  theories  as  to  the  position 
of  the  utt&lgnee  and  the  relation  he  sus- 
tains to  the  seTeral  parties  interested  in 
the  assign mpnt.  The  one  class  consider 
him  as  the  representative  of  the  creditors, 
atid  possessing^  in  such  capacity,  the 
most  of  their  rights  and  powers ;  the 
other  J  treat  him  as  the  representative  of 
the  assignor,  and  sahject,  in  his  rights 
and  powers,  to  all  things  to  which  the 
assignor  h myself  was  subject  Thus,  in 
the  principal  ca56,  as  has  been  observed, 
the  j  ml  ire  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  saiil :  By  the  assignment  the 
rights  of  creditors  passed  to  the  assignee 
as  maticr  of  law.  The  possession  of  the 
assijjnce  wiis  the  possession  of  creditors. 
Th*5  right  of  creditors  to  seize  the  pro- 
port  j  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee  did 
not  exif  hut  the  assignee  was  bound,  in 
law,  hi  u-l minister  the  trust  for  their 
benefit.  Every  right  which  the  creditors 
might  have  asserted  against  the  property 
before  the  n^.^^ignment,  the  assignee  is 
bound  to  secure  for  their  benefit  after 
tho  assignuientj^*  while  in  Mellon* s  Ap' 
pert/,  ftftpra,  i|  was  said  that  "  the 
assignee  rhe  representative  of  the  as- 
signor^ and  is  affected  by  all  the  equities 
which  exi>ited  Against  the  property  in  the 
!;nnds  of  Ids  assignor,  enjoying  his 
nght!^,  and  no  others,  except  that  the 
property  la  protected  from  execution  in 


his  hands.  He  is  in  no  sense  the  repre 
sentative  of  the  creditors,  and,  therefore 
cannot  take  to  himself  any  of  thd 
rights." 

Con  VET  AN  CB      FbAUDULENT  AFl 

Void  as  to  Creditobs. — The  authori 
ties  are  in  like  dispute  as  to  the  powe: 
of  the  assignee  to  take  advantage  of  th 
common  statutory  provision  that  convey 
anccs  (including  mortgages)  in  fraud  oi 
creditors  shall  be  void  ;  some  holding 
that  he  has  this  power :  Pillsbury  v 
Kingon,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  287  ;  g.  c.  3( 
Am,  Rep.  556  ;  Eallowell  v.  Bayliss,  l( 
Ohio  St.  537  ;  Waters  v.  Dashiell,  I  Md, 
455.  Sec  also  Fred  and  v.  Freelandy  105 
Mass.  475  ,  Shipman  v.  ^tna  Ins,  Co, 
29  Conn.  245 ;  ShirU  v.  Lony,  6  Rand 
735  ;  while  others  hold  that  he  has  not 
House  V.  Cremer^  13  Neb.  298  ;  flein 
richs  V.  Woods,  7  Mo.  App.  236  ;  iSer< 
V.  Piiot,  6  Cranch  332  ;  Estaltrook  v 
3Iessersmithf  18  Wis.  572  ;  Brouming  v, 
Barty  6  Barb.  91  ;  Leach  v.  KiLtey,  1 
Id.  466  ;  aiders  v.  Culiers,  1  Die/, 
164 ;  Carr  v.  Gale,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  68 
Flower  v.  Cornish,  25  Minn.  473  ;  Hah 
V.  Salmon,  20  Fed.  Rep.  801. 

Whbn  Lienholdbb  Entitled  tc 
Dividend. — A  creditor  who  has  a  clain 
secured  by  a  lien  is  entitled  to  a  dividend 
from  the  assignee  only  on  such  residue 
of  his  claim  as  may  remain  unpaid  aftei 
he  has  exhausted  the  property  subject  tc 
his  lien  :  Be  Knowles,  13  R.  I.  90 ; 
WurU  V.  Hart,  13  Iowa  515. 

L.  K.  MlHILLS. 

Akron,  Ohio. 


Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska. 
STATE  EX  REL.  WEBSTER  v.  NEBRASKA  TELEPHONE  CO. 

Where  n  f  orporation  or  person  assumes  and  undertakes  to  supply  a  public  demand, 
mado  necessary  by  the  commerce  of  the  country,  such  as  a  public  telephone,  such 
demand  mttst  he  supplied  to  all  alike,  without  discrimination. 

Telephone  companies  being  common  carriers  of  news,  all  persons  are  entitled  to 
equitl  facilities  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the  use  of  the  tele- 
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pbone ;  and  where  no  good  reason  is  auigned  for  a  refiual  by  a  telephone  company 
to  furnish  a  telephone  instrument  to  a  person  who  desires  to  become  a  subscriber 
and  tenders  a  full  compliance  with  all  the  rules  established  for  other  subscribers,  a 
writ  of  mandamus  will  issue  to  compel  such  company  to  furnish  such  person  with  the 
necessary  instruments. 

Respondent  is  the  owner  of  and  is  conducting  a  system  of  public  telephone  exchanges 
in  \ebraska  and  Iowa,  including  in  its  circuit  about  fifteen  hundred  telephone  instru- 
ments, supplied  by  it  to  that  number  of  subscribers,  upon  the  terms  fixed  by  itself. 
Relator  applied  to  be  admitted  as  a  subscriber  and  was  refused.  He  tendered  a  full 
compliance  with  all  the  rules  of  the  company.  His  place  of  business  was  accessible, 
no  reason  being  shown  why  his  request  should  not  be  granted.  On  an  application 
for  a  mandamus :  Held,  that  the  telephone  is  a  public  servant  in  the  commerce  of  the 
conntry,  and  that  respondent,  having  undertaken  to  supply  the  demand  must  supply  to 
sll  alike,  without  discrimination  ;  and  that,  baring  undertaken  to  supply  the  demand, 
in  the  city  of  L.,  wherein  relator  resided,  and  being  fully  able  to  furnish  him  with  a 
telephone  instrument,  the  same  as  its  other  subscribers,  it  was  his  duty  to  do  so. 

Application  for  mandamus.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  suffi- 
ciently stated  in  the  opinion. 

J.  R.  WebsteVy  for  relator. 

R.  S.  Hally  for  respondent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Reese,  J. — This  is  an  original  application  for  a  mandamus  to 
compel  the  respondent  to  place  and  maintain  in  the  offipe  of  the 
relator  a  telephone  and  transmitter,  such  as  are  usually  furnished 
to  the  subscribers  of  the  respondent.  The  respondent  has  refused 
to  furnish  the  instruments,  and  presents  several  excuses  and  rea- 
sons for  its  refusal,  some  of  which  we  will  briefly  notice.  It  appears 
that  during  the  year  1883  the  respondent  placed  an  instrument  in 
the  office  of  the  relator,  but  for  some  reason  failed  to  furnish  the 
relator  with  a  directory  or  list  of  its  subscribers  in  Lincoln,  and 
various  other  cities  and  villages  within  its  circuit,  and  which 
directory  the  relator  claimed  was  essential  to  the  profitable  use  of 
the  telephone,  and  which  it  was  the  custom  of  respondent  to  furnish 
to  its  subscribers.  Finally,  the  directory  was  furnished,  but  upon 
pay-day  the  relator  refused  to  pay  for  the  use  of  the  telephone 
daring  the  time  the  respondent  was  in  default  with  the  directory. 
Neither  party  being  willing  to  yield,  the  instruments  were  removed. 
Soon  afterwards  the  relator  applied  to  the  agent  of  the  respondent 

i*eqnested  to  become  a  subscriber,  and  to  have  an  instrument 
P^*ce<J     ijjg  place  of  business,  which  the  respondent  refused  to  do. 

itisisted  that  the  conduct  of  the  relator  now  relieves  respondent 
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from  an  J  obligation  to  furnish  the  telephone,  even  if  such  obligatioii 
would  otherwise  exist.  We  cannot  see  that  the  relation  of  th< 
parties  to  each  other  can  have  any  influence  upon  their  rights  anc 
obligations  in  this  action.  If  relator  is  indebted  to  respondem 
for  the  use  of  its  telephone,  the  law  gives  it  an  adequate  remedy 
by  an  action  for  the  amount  due.  If  the  telephone  has  become 
such  a  public  servant  as  to  be  subject  to  the  process  of  the  courts 
in  compelling  it  to  discharge  public  duties,  the  mere  fact  of  a  mis- 
understanding with  those  who  desire  to  receive  its  public  benefits 
will  not  alone  relieve  it  from  the  discharge  of  those  duties.  While 
either  or  perhaps  both  of  the  parties  may  have  been  in  the  wrong, 
so  far  as  the  past  is  concerned,  we  fail  to  perceive  how  it  can  affecl 
the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  action. 

The  pleadings  and  proofs  show  that  the  relator  is  an  attorney  a1 
law  in  Lincoln,  Nebraska;  that  he  is  somewhat  extensively  engaged 
in  the  business  of  his  profession,  which  extends  to  Lincoln  and 
Omaha,  and  surrounding  cities  and  county  seats,  including  quite  a 
number  of  the  principal  towns  in  southeastern  Nebraska ;  that  this 
territory  is  occupied  by  respondent  exclusively,  together  with  a 
large  portion  of  southwestern  Iowa,  including  in  all  about  fifteen 
hundred  different  instruments.  By  the  testimony  of  one  of  the 
principal  witnesses  for  respondent,  we  learn  that  the  company  is 
incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  individual  subscribers 
telephone  connection  with  each  other  under  the  patents  owned  by 
the  American  Telephone  Company;  instruments  to  be  furnished 
by  said  company  and  sublet  by  the  Nebraska  Telephone  Company 
to  the  subscribers  to  it.  This  is  clearly  the  purpose  of  the  organi- 
zation. While  it  is  true,  as  claimed  by  respondent,  that  it  has  been 
organize"!  under  the  general  corporation  laws  of  the  state,  and  in 
some  matters  has  no  higher  or  greater  rights  than  an  ordinary  cor- 
poration, yet  it  is  also  true  that  it  has  assumed  to  act  in  a  capacity 
which  is  to  a  great  extent  public,  and  has,  in  the  large  territory 
covered  by  it,  undertaken  to  satisfy  a  public  want  or  rtecessity. 
This  public  demand  can  only  be  supplied  by  complying  with  the 
necessity  which  has  sprung  into  existence  by  the  introduction  of 
the  instrument  known  as  the  telephone,  and  which  new  demand 
or  necessity  in  commerce  the  respondent  proposes  satisfying. 

It  is  also  true  that  the  respondent  is  not  possessed  of  any  special 
privileges  under  the  statutes  of  the  state,  and  that  it  is  not  under 
quite  so  heavy  obligations,  legally,  to  the  public  as  it  would  be, 
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had  it  been  &vored  in  that  way.  But  we  fail  to  Bee  just  how  that 
&ct  relieves  it.  While  there  is  no  law  giving  it  a  monopoly  of  the 
boBiness  in  the  territory  covered  by  its  wires,  yet  it  must  be  appa- 
rent to  all  that  the  mere  fact  of  this  territory  being  covered  by  the 
plant"  of  respondent,  from  the  very  nature  and  character  of  its 
business,  gives  it  a  monopoly  of  the  business  which  it  transacts. 
No  two  companies  will  try  to  cover  the  same  territory.  The 
demands  of  the  commerce  of  the  present  day  make  the  telephone 
a  necessity.  All  people,  upon  complying  with  the  reasonable  rules 
and  demands  of  the  owners  of  the  commodity — patented  as  it  is — 
should  have  the  benefits  of  the  new  commerce.  The  wires  of 
respondent  pass  the  ofiice  of  the  relator.  Its  posts  are  planted  in 
the  street  in  front  of  his  door.  In  the  very  nature  of  things, 
no  other  wires  or  posts  will  be  placed  there  while  those  of  respond- 
ent remain.  The  relator  never  can  be  supplied  with  this  new 
element  of  commerce,  so  necessary  in  the  prosecution  of  all  kinds 
of  business,  unless  supplied  by  the  respondent.  He  has  tendered 
to  it  all  the  money  required  by  it  from  its  other  subscribers  in 
Lincoln  for  putting  in  an  instrument.  He  has  proven,  and  it  is 
conceded  by  respondent,  that  he  is  able,  financially,  to  meet  all  the 
payments  which  may  become  due  in  the  future.  It  is  shown  that 
his  office  can  be  supplied  with  less  expense  and  trouble  to  respond- 
ent than  many  others  which  are  furnished  by  it.  No  reason  can 
be  assigned  why  respondent  should  not  furnish  the  required  instru- 
ments, except  that  it  does  not  want  to.  There  could,  and  doubtless 
does,  exist,  in  many  cases,  sufBcient  reason  for  failing  to  comply 
vith  such  a  demand  ;  but  they  are  not  shown  to  exist  in  this  case. 
It  is  known  to  be  essential  to  the  business  interests  of  relator  that 
bis  office  be  furnished  with  a  telephone.  The  value  of  such  property 
is, of  course,  conceded  by  respondent;  but,  by  its  attitude,  it  says 
it  will  destroy  those  interests,  and  give  to  some  one  in  the  same 
business,  who  may  have  been  more  friendly,  this  advantage  over 
him. 

It  is  said  by  respondent  that  it  has  public  telephone  stations  in 
Lincoln,  some  of  which  are  near  relator's  office,  and  that  he  is 
entitled  to  and  may  use  such  telephone  to  its  full  extent  by  coming 
^bere;  that,  Uke  the  telegraph,  it  is  bound  to  send  the  messages 
of  relator,  bat  it  can  as  well  do  it  from  these  public  stations ;  that 
it  is  willing  to  do  so,  and  that  is  all  that  can  be  required  of  it. 
ffere  it  true  that  respondent  had  not  undertaken  to  supply  a  public 
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demand  beyond  that  undertaken  by  the  telegraph,  then  its  obliga- 
tions would  extend  no  further.  But  as  the  telegraph  has  undertaker 
to  the  public  to  send  dispatches  from  its  ofiSces,  so  the  telephone  has 
undertaken  with  the  public  to  send  messages  from  its  instruments^ 
one  of  which  it  proposes  to  supply  to  each  person  or  interest  requir- 
ing it,  if  conditions  are  reasonably  favorable.  This  is  the  basis 
upon  which  it  proposes  to  operate, — the  demand  which  it  proposes 
to  supply.  It  has  so  assumed  and  undertaken  to  the  public.  That 
the  telephone,  by  the  necessities  of  commerce  and  public  use,  has 
become  a  public  servant,  a  factor  in  the  commerce  of  the  nation^ 
and  of  a  great  portion  of  the  civilized  world,  cannot  be  questioned. 
It  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  part  of  the  telegraphic  system  of 
the  country,  and  in  so  far  as  it  has  been  introduced  for  public  use, 
and  has  been  undertaken  by  the  respondent,  so  far  should  the 
respondent  be  held  to  the  same  obligation  as  the  telegraph  and 
other  public  servants.  It  has  assumed  the  responsibilities  of  a 
common  carrier  of  news.  It  has  and  must  be  held  to  have  taken 
its  place  by  the  side  of  the  telegraph  as  such  common  carrier. 

The  Views  herein  expressed  are  not  new.  Similar  questions  have 
arisen  in,  and  have  been  frequently  discussed  and  decided  by,  the 
courts,  and  no  statute  has  been  deemed  necessary  to  aid  the  courts 
in  holding  that  when  a  person  or  company  undertakes  to  supply  a 
demand  which  is  "affected  with  a  public  interest,*'  it  must  supply 
all  alike,  who  are  alike  situated,  and  not  discriminate  in  favor  of 
nor  against  any.  This  reasoning  is  not  met  by  saying  that  the 
rules  laid  down  by  the  courts  as  applicable  to  railroads,  express 
companies,  telegraphs,  and  other  older  servants  of  the  public,  do 
not  apply  to  telephones,  for  the  reason  that  they  are  of  recent 
invention,  and  were  not  thought  of  at  the  time  the  decisions  were 
made,  and  hence  are  not  affected  by  them,  and  can  only  be  reached 
by  legislation.  The  principles  established  and  declared  by  tlie 
courts,  and  which  were  and  are  demanded  by  the  highest  material 
interests  of  the  country,  are  not  confined  to  the  instrumentalities 
of  commerce,  nor  to  the  particular  kind  of  service  known  or  in  use 
at  the  time  when  these  principles  were  enunciated,  "  but  they  keep 
pace  with  the  progress  of  the  country,  and  adapt  themselves  to  the 
new  developments  of  time  and  circumstances.  They  extend  from 
the  horse  with  its  rider  to  the  stage  coach,  from  the  sailing  vessel 
to  the  steamboat,  from  the  coach  and  the  steamboat  to  the  railroad, 
and  from  the  railroad  to  the  telegraph,"  and  from  the  telegraph  to 
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the  telephone,  ^^as  these  new  agencies  are  successfully  brought  into 
use  to  meet  the  denotands  of  increasing  population  and  wealth. 
The;  were  intended  for  the  government  of  the  business  to  which 
they  related,  at  all  times  and  under  all  circumstances Pensacola 
Tel  Co.  V.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  96  U.  S.  9. 

Id  State  v.  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  86  Ohio  St  296,  a  writ  of  man- 
damus was  granted  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  to  compel  the 
telephone  company  to  place  one  of  its  telephone  instruments  in 
the  place  of  business  of  the  relator,  and  to  give  it  equal  facilities 
with  other  telegraph  companies.    This  decision  was  based  upon  the 
statute  of  that  state  which  provided  that  telegraph  companies  should 
receive  dispatches  from  and  for  other  telegraph  companies*  lines, 
and  from  and  for  individuals,  and  transmit  them  with  impartiality 
and  good  faith,  under  a  penalty  of  one  hundred  dollars,  and  that 
the  provisions  of  the  act  should  apply  also  to  telephone  companies. 
So  far  88  the  obligations  of  the  telegraph  companies  are  defined  by 
the  act  (except  the  payment  of  the  penalty)  they  are  simply  decla- 
rative of  the  common  law.    These  obligations  are  imposed  by  the 
demands  of  commerce  and  trade,  and  it  would  be  idle  to  say  they 
existed  only  by  force  of  the  statute ;  and  the  same  is  true  of  the 
claase  in  the  act  making  its  provisions  applicable  to  telephones. 
See  authorities  cited  in  the  brief  of  relator  in  that  case.    But  the 
coart  declines  discussing  that  question,  as  the  question  between 
the  parties  could  be  determined  by  reference  to  the  statute.  In 
Allnui,  V.  Inglia,  12  East  527,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Eng- 
land, in  1810,  held  that  "  where  private  property  is,  by  the  consent 
of  the  owner,  invested  with  a  public  interest  or  privilege  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public,  the  owner  can  no  longer  deal  with  it  as  private 
property  only,  but  must  hold  it  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  public, 
in  the  exercise  of  that  public  interest  conferred  for  their  benefit.'* 
In  Vincent  v.  Chicago  ^  A.  R.  Co.,  49  111.  83,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Illinois  held  that  it  was  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company 
to  make  a  personal  delivery  of  consigned  property  to  the  consignee, 
in  cases  where  such  delivery  was  practicable,  and  that  the  duty 
existed  independent  of  the  statute,  and  it  was  within  the  power  of 
the  court  to  enforce  the  observance  of  such  duty.    See,  also,  People 
Manhattan  Gas-light  Co.,  45  Barb.  136 ;  Chicago  ^  N.  W,  Ry. 
^'  V.  People,  56  111.  365 ;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113. 

is  insisted  by  the  respondent  that  mandamus  is  not  the  proper 
^^iy  in  this  case ;  that  if  the  obligations  contended  for  by  the 
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relator  do  exist,  they  are  not  enforceable  by  mandamus.  To  this 
we  cannot  agree.  To  our  mind  it  is  the  duty  of  respondent  to 
furnish  the  transmitter  and  telephone  to  the  relator  as  it  does  to  its 
other  subscribers,  without  discrimination;  that  this  duty  arises  from 
the  trust  or  station  assumed  by  respondent,  and  that  relator  has  no 
adequate  remedy  at  law.  The  duty  is  of  the  same  nature  as  the 
duties  of  common  carriers.  Respondent  is  a  common  carrier  of 
news,  the  same  as  a  telegraph  company.  The  duty  of  common 
carriers  is  one  of  law,  growing  out  of  their  office,  and  not  of  con- 
tract :  Redf.  Carr.,  p.  30,  §  40 ;  Western  Transp,  Co.  v.  Newhall, 
24  111.  466.  The  remedy  by  mandamus  is  the  appropriate  one. 
The  duty  is  of  a  public  character,  and  there  is  no  other  adequate 
mode  of  relief:  Vincetit  v.  Chicago  ^  A,  R.  Co.,  supra;  State  v. 
Hartford  ^  N.  H.  R.  Co.,  29  Conn.  538 ;  People  v.  Albany  ^ 
V.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  261;  2  Shelf.  Railw.  864;  Moses,  Mand. 
155,  168,  171,  176;  2  Redf.  Railw.  257,  275,  294;  Chicago  ^ 
N.  W.  Ry.  Co.  V.  People,  56  111.  365 ;  State  v.  Bell  Telephone 
Co.,  supra. 

A  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  must  be  allowed. 
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supreme  court  of  the  united  states.' 
supreme  court  op  arkansas.' 
supreme  court  of  illinois.' 
supreme  court  of  kansas.* 
supreme  judicial  court  op  massachusetts  * 

Action. 

Conspiracy  to  Prevent  (he  Collection  of  a  Special  Tax. — The  plaiotiff 
obtained  a  judgment  against  a  county  and  obtained  a  mandamus  thereuri 
comroanding  the  levy  and  collection  of  a  special  tax.  In  obedience  to 
this  and  other  like  writs  the  County  Court  levied  a  special  **  judgment 
tax."  Defendants  and  their  confederates  conspired  to  prevent  the  col- 
lection of  this  tax,  and,  by  assembling  in  great  numbers  and  by  threats 

*  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  opinions 
filed  during  Oct.  Term  1884.    The  cases  wiU  probably  appear  in  113  U.  S.  Rep. 

*  From  B.  D.  Turner,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  43  Ark.  Rep. 
3  From  Hon.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  111  111.  Rep. 

•*  From  A.  M.  T.  Randolph,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  33  Kans.  Rep. 
5  Frnm  John  Lathrop,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  137  Mass.  Rep. 
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and  bostile  demonstrations,  prevented  any  bidding  at  an  advertised  sale 
of  horses  and  mules  levied  upon  by  the  collector,  and  overawed  and 
iotimldated  the  taxpayers  of  the  county  so  that  they  did  not  pay  the 
tax.  Hdti^  on  demurrer,  that  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  action  against 
the  defendants :  Findlay  v.  McAUUter,  8.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Foreign  Administrator — Action  for  Tort, — An  administrator  appointed 
in  another  state  cannot  maintain  an  action  in  this  state,  where  the  jaw 
of  the  state  from  whence  he  derives  his  appointment  prohibits  him  from 
instituting,  maintaining  or  prosecuting  an  action  in  his  own  state  for 
dsimages  resulting  from  the  wrongful  act  or  omission  cf  another  in  causing 
the  death  of  his  intestate :  LimekiUer  v.  Hannibal  dc  St.  J,  Railroad 
Co.,  33  Kas. 

Kansas  Pacific  Railway  Co.  v.  Lydia  H,  Sutter,  16  Kas.  568,  referred 
to  and  distinguished ;  Ferry,  as  administrator ,  etc,  v.  St.  Joseph  da 
Western  Railway  Co.,  29  Kas.  420,  referred  to  and  commented  upon  : 
Id. 

What  constitutes  Loan — Right  of  Action. — If  A.  borrows  money  for 
B.,  the  payment  of  whiob  is  secured  to  the  lender  by  a  transfer  of  stock 
famished  by  B.,  to  whom  the  money  so  borrowed  is  paid  by  A.,  this 
does  not  constitute  a  loan  by  A.  to  B.,  to  recover  which  A.  can  main- 
tain an  action  against  B.,  before  A.  has  repaid  the  money  which  he 
borrowed,  of  has  sustained  some  loss:  Reeoe  v.  Dennett,  137  Mass. 

Assignment.    See  BUls  and  Notes. 

Validity  in  other  State. — An  assignment  of  property,  executed  in 
another  state,  by  a  debtor  domiciled  there,  for  the  benefit  of  his  cred- 
itors, which  provides  that  certain  creditors  shall  be  paid  in  full  before 
the  others  are  paid  anything,  and  which  is  assented  to  by  creditors 
holding  claims  exceeding  in  amount  the  value  of  the  property  assigned, 
if  valid  hy  the  law  of  that  state,  will  be  upheld  in  this  commonwealth, 
as  a^inst  an  attaching  creditor  of  the  assignor  domiciled  here :  Train 

Kendall,  137  Mass. 

Attach  MBNT.    See  Assignment. 

Residence. — "  Residence,"  in  the  attachment  laws  generally,  implies 
an  established  abode,  fixed  permanently  for  a  time,  for  business  or  other 
purposes,  although  there  may  be  an  intent  existing  all  the  while  to 
/ifitarn  at  some  time  to  the  true  domicile.    An  actual  resident  in  this 
^fMt&y  having  a  domicile  in  another,  cannot  be  attached  here  as  a  non- 
^ident :  Krone  v.  Cooper,  43  Ark. 
'        Domicile  is  of  broader  meaning  than  residence."    It  includes  resi- 
lience: but  actual  residence  is  not  indispensable  to  retain  a  domicile 
a.€ber  it  is  once  acquired.    It  is  retained  by  the  mere  intention  not  to 
change  it ;  Id. 

Attorney. 

Unauthorized  Release  of  Judgment. — A  release  of  a  judgment  was 
^i^tered  upon  the  appearance  docket  by  a  person  who  signed  the  release 
^  "attorney  of  record,"  but  he  was  not  an  attorney  of  the  judgment- 
^''editor,  and  had  no  authority  from  the  judgment-creditor  to  enter  sucb 
^^\tm,  and  the  judgment  had  never  been  paid  or  satisfied.    Held,  that 
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the  release  was  void  :  1st.  Because  the  person  entering  the  release  had 
no  authority  theief'or  from  the  judgment-creditor.  And  2d.  Because 
an  attorney  at  law  has  no  power,  except  hy  special  authority  from  his 
client,  to  release  his  client's  judgment  where  the  judgment  has  not 
heen  paid  or  satisfied :  Rounsaville  v.  Hazen,  33  Kas. 

Bills  and  Notes. 

Bill  of  Exchange — Fayahle  out  of  Particular  Funi?, — A  draft  for  a 
certain  sum,  drawn  by  one  person  upon  another,  payable  at  sight  to  the 
order  of  a  bank  named,  and  containing  the  direction  to  charge  the  same 
to  a  certain  account,  is  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange,  not  payable  out  of 
a  particular  fund,  and  does  not  constitute  an  assignment  of  the  fund : 
Whitney  v.  Eliot  Nat.  Bank,  137  Mass. 

Burglary.    See  Criminal  Late, 

Common  Carrier. 

Special  Contract  limiting  Littbility. — A  stipulation  in  a  shipping 
contract,  voluntarily  and  understandingly  entered  into  by  a  shipper  of 
live  stock  for  transportation,  that  in  consideration  of  a  reduced  rate  no 
claim  for  damages  accruing  to  the  shipper  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  by 
the  carrier,  or  sued  for  in  any  court,  unless  a  claim  for  such  loss  or 
damage  shall  be  made  in  writing,  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  the  shipper 
or  his  agent,  and  delivered  to  the  general  freight  agent  of  the  carrier, 
at  his  office,  within  five  days  from  the  time  such  stopk  is  removed  from 
the  cars,  will  be  binding  upon  the  shipper,  and  is  not  void  as  being  con- 
trary to  any  law  or  to  public  policy  ;  Black  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  and  Pac. 
Railway  Co.,  Ill  III. 

Where  a  party  of  mature  years  and  sound  mind,  being  able  to  read 
and  write,  without  any  imposition  or  artifice  to  throw  him  oflf  his  guard, 
deliberately  signs  a  written  agreement  without  informing  himself  of  the 
nature  of  i^s  contents,  he  will  nevertheless  be  bound  by  it,  for  the  reason 
the  law  will  not  permit  him  to  allege,  as  a  matter  of  defence,  his  ignor- 
ance of  that  which  it  was  his  duty  to  know,  particularly  when  the 
means  of  information  are  within  bis  immediate  reach,  and  he  neglects 
to  avail  himself  of  them  :  Id. 

Negligence — Making  up  Train —  Ovmership  of  Cars  hy  different  Com- 
panies.— If  a  railway  company  receives  a  passenger  in  one  of  its  cars  for 
passage  before  making  up  the  train  of  which  such  car  is  to  be  a  part, 
the  law  requires  the  company  to  make  up  its  train,  couple,  manage  and 
control  its  cars  and  engines,  in  such  a  careful,  skilful  and  prudent 
manner  as  to  carry  the  passenger  with  reasonable  safety,  and  it  will  be 
liable  for  an  injury  to  the  passenger  resulting  from  its  neglect  of  this 
duty,  when  such  passenger  is  not  wanting  in  ordinary  care  :  IJannibal 
and  St.  J  Railroad  Co  v.  Martin,  111  111. 

Where  a  passenger  in  a  railway  coach  which  was  overcrowded,  was 
informed,  by  the  announcement  of  the  conductor  in  charge,  that  another 
car  had  been  added  in  front,  and  the  adding  of  the  car  had  been  felt 
when  it  was  pushed  back,  and  it  was  found  in  proper  position  for  the 
reception  of  passengers,  though  in  fact  not  securely  coupled,  so  that 
just  as  such  passenger  was  in  the  act  of  stepping  from  the  platform  of 
the  rear  coach  to  the  forward  one,  the  latter  moved  forward  suddenly, 
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?|^^a^ng  him  to  fall  to  the  p^round,  wherehj  he  received  a  serious  injury, 
held^  that  the  passenger  had  the  right  to  assume  he  could  pass 
the  one  car  to  the  other  with  safety,  and  in  so  attempting  was  not 
^iaar^eable  with  waot  of  ordinary  care  :  L/, 

Where  the  trains  of  a  railway  corporation  are  made  up  by  the  em- 
P^ees  of  another  railroad  company,  and  on  the  track  of  the  latter,  and 
^  used  to  make  up  the  same  belong  to  other  companies,  if  the  use  of 
cars  and  tracks  and  labor  in  making  up  such  trains  is  to  enable  such 
^Tst-Qsimed  corporation  to  exercise  its  function  and  perform  its  duty  as 
couiiQuD  carrier,  such  cars,  tracks  and  servants,  so  far  as  the  rights  of 
Its  passengers  who  may  receive  an  injury  are  concerned,  must  be 
regarded  as  the  cars,  tracks  and  servants  of  the  company  so  using  the 
same:  Id, 

Rat'lroadt— Limited  Tickett — Ohh'^afians  of  Purchaser  and  Carrier 
^CoiUinHous  Journey — Ejeciiun  of  Pojuenger — Damages. — A  passenger 
OQ  a  limited  railroad  ticket  is  bound  to  use  it  within  the  time  specified 
10  the  ticket,  and  to  observe  the  reasonable  regulations  of  the  carrier 
for  the  running  of  trains  and  for  facilitating  the  business  of  the  carriage 
of  passengers;  and  the  company  is  bound  to  afford  him  the  opportunity 
to  do  so.  by  running  its  trains  within  the  time;  and  if  in  this  it  fail, 
though  the  last  day  be  a  Sunday,  it  cannot  refuse  the  ticket  afterwards, 
At  least  when  offered  on  the  first  train  after  the  expiration  of  the  time. 
^     and  F.  S,  Railway  v.  Dean,  43  Ark. 

^  pQcchaser  of  a  limited  ticket  over  several  connecting  lines  of  rail- 
roads is  not  bound  to  make  a  continuous  journey  over  all,  but  is  bound 
*o  make  it  continuous  over  each  coupon  of  the  ticket;  and  over  the  last 
within  the  time  limited  :  Id, 

A  limited  railroad  ticket  over  several  connecting  lines  expired  on 
oQoday;  the  last  line  ran  no  train  on  that  day,  and  the  passenger 
offered  the  ticket  on  the  train  the  next  day.    It  was  refused,  and  the 
pwsenger,  under  protest  and  under  threat  of  ejection  by  the  conductor, 
paid  his  fare  to  a  further  station,  and  there,  for  want  of  money,  was  put 
^o,  and  walked  to  his  destination.    Heldy  that  the  extra  fare  paid,  the 
ifimilutiou  of  being  put  off  the  train,  and  the  inconvenience  of  reaching 
h'sf  destination  by  walking,  were  proper  elements  of  damage  to  be  con* 
l^aered  by  the  jury  :  Id. 

Section  of  Passenger — Liability  of  Company, — If  the  ticket  seller 
^  railroad  corporation  delivers  to  a  passenger  a  ticket  with  a  hole 
P^'^ched  in  it,  and  assures  him  that  the  ticket  entitles  him  to  be  carried 
it  d  *^  P^aco  of  destination,  when  in  fact,  by  the  rules  of  the  corporation, 
^«**^«8  not,  and  the  passenger  is  expelled  by  the  conductor  from  the  train 
^  ^rs,  for  refusing  to  pay  additional  fare,  he  may  maintain  an  action 
^,^*'^for  against  the  corporation :  Murdoch  v.  Boston  Sc  Albany  Railroad 
^^•>  137  Mass. 

CoNiXiCT  OF  Laws.    See  Action;  Assignment, 

Conspiracy.    See  Action. 

Constitutional  Law. 

fieguIcUton  of  Commerce — Navigable  Waters — Power  of  a  State  over. 
commercial  power  of  Congress  is  exclusive  of  state  authority  only 
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when  the  subjects  upon  which  it  is  exerted  are  national  in  character: 
when  they  are  local  in  their  nature  or  operation,  or  constitute  mere  aids 
to  commerce,  the  states  may  provide  for  their  regulation  and  manage- 
ment until  Congress  intervenes  and  supersedes  their  action :  CardtceU 
V.  American  Bridge  Co.,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

The  clause  in  the  act  of  September  9,  1850,  admitting  California  as  a 
state  into  the  Union,  which  declares  that  all  the  navigable  waters 
within  the  said  state  shall  be  common  highways  and  forever  free,  as  well 
to  the  inhabitants  of  said  state  as  to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
without  any  tax,  impost  or  duty  therefor,"  does  not  lessen  the  power  over 
such  navigable  waters  which  the  state  would  have  if  ihe  clause  had  no 
existence ;  notwithstanding  it,  the  state  can  authorize  the  construction 
of  bridges  over  navigable  streams  whenever  they  would  promote  the  con- 
venience of  the  public  :  Id. 

Escanaha  Co.  v.  Chicago^  107  U.  S.  678,  commented  on :  Id. 

Eminent  Domain —  What  i$  not  a  Public  Use, — The  general  grant  of 
legislative  power  in  the  constitution  of  a  state  does  not  authorize  the 
legislature,  in  the  exercise  either  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  or  of 
the  right  of  taxation,  to  take  private  property  without  the  owner's  con- 
sent, for  any  but  a  public  object;  us  by  authorizing  a  city  to  issue  its 
bonds  by  way  of  donation  to  a  private  manufacturing  corporation :  Cole 
V.  La  Grange,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Deprivation  of  Property  without  due  Procens  of  Law — Eminent 
Domain — General  Mill  Act. — A  statute  of  a  state,  authorizing  any  per- 
son to  erect  and  maintain  on  his  own  land  a  water-mill  and  mill-dam 
upon  and  across  any  stream  not  navigable,  paying  to  the  owners  of  lands 
overflowed,  damages  assessed  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  does  not  deprive 
them  of  their  property  without  due  process  of  law,  in  violation  of  the 
fourteenth  amendment  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States:  Head  v. 
Amoskeag  Manufacturing  Co.,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Whether  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  mills  for  manufacturing 
purposes  under  such  a  statute  can  be  upheld  as  a  taking,  by  delegation, 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  of  private  property  for  public  use,  not 
decided ;  but,  held,  that  such  a  statute,  considered  as  regulating  the 
manner  in  which  the  rights  of  proprietors  of  lands  adjacent  to  a  stream 
may  be  asserted  and  enjoyed,  with  a  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  all, 
and  to  the  public  good^  is  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture :  Id. 

Act  not  Embracing  more  than  one  Subject. — An  act  of  the  legislature 
of  Iowa,  entitled  an  act  to  authorize  independent  school-districts  to 
borrow  money  and  issue  bonds  therefor,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  and 
completing  school-houses;  legalizing  bonds  heretofore  issued,  and  making 
school-orders  draw  six  per  cent,  interest  in  certain  cases,"  is  not  in  vio- 
lation of  the  provision  in  the  constitution  of  that  state  which  declares 
that  "  every  act  shall  embrace  but  one  subject,  and  matters  properly  con- 
nected therewith,  which  subject  shall  be  expressed  in  the  title :"  Ack- 
ley  School  District  v.  HaU,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Liquor —  Traffic  is  controlled  A  y  the  Legislature. — In  the  absence  of 
constitutional  restraints,  the  regulation  of  the  traffic  in  liquors  is  wholly 
within  legislative  control.    The  legislature  may  entirely  prohibit  it,  or 
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empower  i^tianioipal  corporations  to  do  so  within  their  limite.  But 
neither  counties,  cities  nor  towns  can  impose  a  tax  upon  the  privilege 
not  authorized  by  the  legislature :  Drew  County  v.  Bennett^  43  Ark. 

EealingAcfs — Changeof  Law  pending  Suit, — The  legislature  has  power 
to  paas  healing  acts  which  do  not  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts  nor 
interfere  with  vested  rights:  Green  v.  Abraham^  43  Ark. 

The  rule  in  regard  to  healing  acts  is  this:  if  the  thing' omitted  or 
failed  to  be  done,  and  which  constitutes  the  defect  in  the  proceedingfl, 
18  something  which  the  legislature  might  have  dispensed  with  by  a  pre- 
vious statute,  it  may  do  so  by  a  subsequent  one.  And  if  the  irregu- 
larity consists  in  doing  some  act,  or  in  the  mode  or  manner  of  doing  ic, 
which  the  legislature  might  have  made  immaterial  by  a  prior  law,  it  may 
do  so  by  a  subsequent  one  :  Id. 

The  bringing  of  a  suit  vests  in  a  party  no  right  to  a  particular 
decision.  His  case  must  be  determined  on  the  law  as  it  stands  at  the 
time  of  the  judgment — not  at  the  bringing  of  the  suit;  and  if  pending 
an  appeal  the  law  is  changed,  the  appellate  court  must  determine  the 
case  UDder  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  its  decision  :  Id, 

Special  Legislation — Municipal  Corporations — Exemption  from  Costs, 
~^An  act  allowing  municipal  corporations  to  appeal  without  giving  an 
^ppeal  bond,  as  in  other  cases,  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  being  either  a 
w^l  law  or  special  legislation :  Holmes  v.  Mattoon,  111  111. 

Pnblic  municipalities,  such  as  counties,  cities,  villages,  towns  and 
Bchool  districts,  and  all  officers  suing  for  or  defending  the  rights  of  the 
state,  or  acting  for  or  instead  of  the  stat«  in  respect  of  public  rights, 
being  only  instrumentalities  of  the  state,  may  constitutionally  be  autho- 
rized to  sae  without  the  payment  of  costs,  or  conforming  to  all  the 
requirements  imposed  by  the  law  upon  natural  persons  or  corporations 
formed  for  private  gain :  Id, 

Corporation.  See  Receiver, 

^P^ihion — By-Law — Special  Meeting, — A  by-law  of  a  religious 
•^'ety  ptQ^jc[g(j  Jig  follows :  "  Any  member  who  shall  either  cease  to 
'sgularly  worship  with  the  society,  or  who  shall  fail  to  contribute  to  the 
^''Pport  of  its  public  worship  for  the  term  of  one  year,  shall  have  his  or 
I^^Dtte  dropped  from  the  list  of  members."    Held,  that  a  member 
^®  deprived  of  his  membership  only  by  a  vote  of  the  society,  after 
A  k        (rroy  V.  Christian  Society,  137  Mass. 
.^y-law  of  a  religious  society  provided  that  the  object  for  which  a 
P^cial  meeting  was  called  must  be  stated.    Another  by-law  provided 
^        new  member  must  be  approved  by  a  vote  of  the  society.  The 
^'^ant  which  called  a  special  meeting  of  the  society,  at  which  several 
|^?^>is  were  admitted  to  membership  and  allowed  to  vote,  contained  no 
1^*6  for  the  admission  of  new  members,  but  contained  the  general 
icle,  *•  To  transact  any  other  business  that  may  legally  come  before 
^  njeeting."  Held,  that  the  election  of  such  persons  was  invalid :  Id, 

Criminal  Law. 

,^^ence — Accomplice, — The  confession  of  a  prisoner  accompanied 
^^^^  proof  that  the  offence  was  actually  committed  by  some  one,  will 
^'^fraot  his  conviction :  Melton  v.  State,  43  Ark. 
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A  defendant  cannot  be  convicted  of  a  crime  upon  the  testimony  of  i 
partaker  in  the  crime,  wKctber  his  guilt  be  in  the  same  degree  or  not 
uule^a  eurroborated  hy  evidence  tending  to  connect  the  defendant  wicli 
the  L'onmiia^iun  of  the  offence;  the  corroboration  is  not  sufficient  if  it 
loereiy  prove  the  f^orj/ttg  dtlicti  and  the  circumstances  thereof,  and  one 
Qcooniplice  cannot  corroborate  the  testimony  of  another  :  Id, 

RfMerml  of  Jud^meni —  Verdict  agaimt  the  Evidence. — This  court  will 
TeYcrs5@  a  judgment  of  conviotion,  in  a  case  of  felony,  where  the  evidence 
on  whieh  it  is  based  is  all  circumstantial  and  of  an  unsatisfactory  char- 
acter^ and  whiL^bj  when  all  considered,  leaves  a  serious  and  grave  doubt 
of  the  guilt  of  the  deicndant :  Mooney  v.  PeopU,  111  111. 

While  this  court  recognises  the  rule  that  jurors  are  judges  of  the 
fact3  uud  the  weight  of  evidence  in  all  criminal  cases,  yet  the  law  hae 
inipoi^cd  upon  the  court  the  solemn  and  responsible  duty  to  see  that  no 
injufitLce  has  been  done  by  hasty  action,  passion  or  prejudice,  or  from 
any  other  cause^  on  the  part  of  the  jury :  Id. 

Burglary —  What  Cfmsflhties  Breaking. — The  liHing  of  a  latch  of  a 
closed  dcior,  and  the  pushing  open  of  the  door,  with  the  intent  expressed 
in  the  ^t^tute,  le  a  su^cient  breaking  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  to 
coMRlJtute  burglary  ;  State  o  f  Kansas  v.  Groning^  33  Kas. 

Where  a  defendant  was  charged  with  burglary,  under  sec.  68  of  the 
cntnes  act,  aud  it  was  Bhowii  upon  the  trial  that  the  outside  door  of 
the  buildlu]:^  or  fzranary,  which  it  was  alleged  the  defendant  broke  and 
entered  in  the  n\^\\l  tiuic,  was  closed  and  latched  a  few  hours  before  the 
crime  WHS  couuuitted.  atjd  the  next  morning  was  found  open,  and  certain 
oats  and  rye  taken.  IMd.  that  the  jury  was  justified  in  finding,  upon  this 
evidence^  th^it  there  was  an  actual  breaking  and  entry  into  the  build- 
ing, within  the  meatiing  of  the  law ;  Id. 

In  Jttrpardy — Dkchirgfi  of  Juror, — A  prisoner  is  in  jeopardy  from 
the  time  thut  the  jury  is  impanelled  and  sworn  in  a  courtof  competent 
juiijdic'Uun  upon  an  iudieinient  sufficient  in  form  and  substance  to  sustain 
a  cijnvictiijn  ;  and  the  entry  of  a  nolU  prosequi^  or  discharge  of  a  juror, 
after  that,  without  his  consent,  operates  as  an  acquittal,  except  in  cases 
of  overruling  necessity,  as  the  death  or  illness  of  the  judge  or  a  juror, 
or  inability  of  the  jury  to  agree  on  a  verdict :  Whitmore  v.  Stale^  43 
Ark. 

Damaged.    See  Common  Carrier. 

Divorce.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Erbohs  and  Appeals.    See  Criminal  Law. 

EtndcHce — Res  Gesf^p. — In  prosecutions  for  assault  words  uttered  dur- 
ing the  eontinuanc^e  of  the  main  transaction  or  so  soon  thereafler  as  to 
preclude  the  hypothcjsiis  of  concoction  or  premeditation,  whether  by  the 
active  or  passive  party,  become  a  part  of  the  transaction  itself  and  if 
they  are  releVfint  may  be  proved  as  any  other  fact,  without  calling  the 
party  who  uttered  them  ;  Fiynn  v.  State,  43  Ark. 

Escape. 

Voluntary  Escape- —  Wh^tlier  a  Discharge  from  Imprisonment. — The 
aiicii^ut  rule  that  a  debtor  in  execution,  by  a  voluntary  escape  btcame 
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discharged  both  from  imprisonment  and  the  debt,  leaving  the  creditor 
to  look  to  the  sheriff  alone  for  his  debt,  is  no  longer  in  force,  and  upon 
£neh  escape  he  may  be  lawfallj  re-arrested  and  imprisoned :  7%e  Feuple 
T.  Hanckett,  111  111. 

Where  a  debtor  has  been  legally  arrested  by  a  sheriff  under  a  ca,  sa. 
nrnnin^  in  the  name  of  the  people,  and  is  enlarged  on  bond  for  his  ap- 
pesrance  on  the  day  set  for  the  hearing  of  his  application  for  a  discharge, 
the  court,  on  refusing  a  discharge,  may  order  him  back  into  the  officer's 
cQstody  without  process  in  the  name  of  the  people,  and  this  may  bo  ver- 
bally done :  Id. 

Evidence.    See  Oriminal  Law. 
Executors  and  Admnistratoks.   See  Action, 
Execution. 

Exemption —  l^me — Assignment  without  Claim — Mortgaged  Property. 
—A  merchant  tailor,  who  is  the  head  of  a  family  and  a  resident  of  the 
state,  is  entitled  to  an  exemption  of  such  portion  of  his  stock  in  trade 
as  he  may  select  up  to  the  statutory  limit  of  value;  and  this  right  is 
absolute,  sod  does  not  depend  upon  any  claim  or  selection  to  be  made 
by  him :  Rice  v.  Nolan,  33  Kas. 

The  mere  failure  of  the  debtor  to  claim  his  exemption  until  the  morn- 
ing preceding  a  sale  made  by  an  officer  upon  an  order  of  attachment  does 
not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  such  right :  Id. 

Where  the  stock  in  trade  of  a  debtor,  some  of  which  is  exempt,  is 
mortgaged,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  as  his  exemption  that 
which  is  subject  to  the  mortgage  at  its  full  value,  but  he  is  entitled  to 
an  exemption  of  his  own  selection,  free  of  all  liability  from  debt,  up  to  the 
full  value  of  $400  :  Id. 

Where  the  exempt  property  of  the  defendant  has  been  levied  on  by 
attachment,  and  a  few  days  before  the  sale  thereof  the  defendant  makes 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  with  no  reservation  of  the 
exempt  property  so  levied  on,  but  no  other  or  further  proceedings  are 
taken  under  such  assignment,  and  where  the  plaintiffs  do  not  claim 
the  property  thereunder  and  are  not  influenced  or  prejudiced  thereby,  the 
defendant  i8  not  estopped  as  against  such  plaintiffs  from  thereafter  claim 
ing  the  attached  property  as  exempt  from  sale  under  such  attachment 
process:  Id, 

Exemption.    See  Execution, 
Fraud. 

Fraudulent  Rrpresentntions —  Who  mny  sue  for. — It  is  not  necessary 
*o  support  an  action  for  false  representation,  that  the  representation  be 
addressed  directly  to  the  plaintiff.  If  it  be  made  with  the  intent  to 
influence  every  person  to  whom  it  may  be  communicated,  or  who  may 
r«ad  or  hear  of  it,  it  is  sufficient.  Nor  is  it  essential  to  the  right  of 
action  that  the  misrepresentation  be  the  sole  inducement  to  a  purchase : 
(^arvid  V.  Jacks,  43  Ark. 

Negligence  in  Signing  a  Contract  without  Reading  it, — In  an  action 
^P<^n  a  written  contract,  which  the  defendant  sought  to  avoid  on  the 
r^l'nnd  of  an  alleged  fraudulent  statement  that  it  was  a  copy  of  an 
^T^gioal  draft  except  in  a  matter  which  did  not  concern  liim,  the  court, 
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at  the  instanee  of  tlie  plaintiff*  instrmited  the  jury  that  a  purtj  execui 
II  writtt^n  contract  aboald  esercise  rciisonable  oare  antl  prud4.*nee  tt^  1* 
its  ii;iture  and  contents  before  Bignicg  it,  by  reading  the  fiame,  iffapj 
uf  reading,  and  that  he  would  not  be  exeu^ed  for  his  want  of  care 
prudence  tri  signing  witho;it  ^o  reiidinir  the  imme,  ualasfi  induced  tc 
sa  by  u-i/Jiilit/  false  stute merits  of  the  party  prot'uring  hm  Bijftiiiti 
IIM,  til  at  the  use  of  the  word  *'  wilfnUj/*  in  the  conutjctiori  it 
cnjpff^yed ,  did  not  render  the  instruction  erroneous  :  Linin^ion  Str 

in  III. 

What  is  negligence  in  signing  a  contract  without  reading  the  sntn 
not  a  fjuei?tion  of  law,  but  one  of  fact  for  the  jury,  to  be  judged  of  I 
the  pee 0 liar  facta  and  circuinstuDces  of  each  eas^.  In  such  a  ca^e 
not  proper  to  select  certain  of  the  facts,  aod  tell  the  jury  in  an  iust 
tion  that  they  afford  no  evidence  of  negligence  or  a  want  of  proper 
reasonable  care ;  /i/* 

nusBAi4D  Ann  Wife. 

IKmrce — Extreme  Cruelly* — Any  unjustifiable  oondueli  on  the 
of  the  husband  which  s^u  grievously  wnunds  the  men  tail  feelinj^s  of 
wife,  or  80  utterly  dcKtroys  her  peace  of  naind  ks  to  seriously  impair 
hodi  ly  health  or  endjioger  her  life,  or  such  as  utterly  des^trt^ys  the  le 
mute  ends  and  objects  of  matriniony,  constitutes  eittrcme  crui 
alth<}U<ih  no  physieal  or  personal  violence  is  inflicted  or  even  thrc\at«[ 
Avcr^  V.  Ave) J,  33  Kas. 

Inteeest*   See  Usvr^, 
Intoxicatino  Liquor.    See  {hmlttuttomi  Law* 
Li£N.    Bee  jShippitt^. 
Mandamus. 

Railroad  Gmpany — Constmction  of  Bntfffc^- — Where  a  duty  i 
npcjn  a  railroad  company  to  construct  a  viaduct  over  ita  railroad  tr; 
where  the  same  ero^^  a  public  street  in  a  city,  immdamus  wilt  ordini 
He  t4j  compel  the  railroad  company  to  so  construct  Bnch  viaduel:  t 
V.  Ma.  l^itc.  Railroad  Oj..  33  Kas. 

And  the  action  may  in  Rome  eases  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  o! 
Btate  by  the  county  attorney  :  Id. 

Master  and  Servant. 

Liahility  uf  Mmier  for  JjtJ^ry  to  Servant  aimed  %  Defective*  A 
rtah. — In  an  action  by  a  worktnan  against  bis  employer,  for  pers 
injuries  caused  b}'  the  full  of  a  staging  upon  which  he  was  at  work,  It 
in  disput^^  whether  the  del'endant  undertt^ok  to  furnish  the  staging 
completed  whole,  or  whether  he  undertook  n*erely  to  provide,  and 
provide^  a  quantity  i>f  staging  miiterials  from  which  fellow  servants  of 
workman  erected  the  staging.  The  jiid»:c  instructed  the  jury  ih 
master  ia  liable  to  his  servant  for  injuries  rej=^lting  from  dcf*jc 
materials  negligently  famished  by  him,  although  the  negligence 
fellow  servant  contributes  to  the  accident  j  and^  on  the  question  whe 
the  obligation  of  the  miiBter  extended  to  the  furnishing  of  the  ataj 
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as  a  completed  strnctare,  read  the  instractions  requested  by  each  party, 
and  instructed  the  jury,  that,  if  the  plain tifTs  theory  was  correct,  the 
instructions  be  asked  for  were  law  ;  and  that,  if  the  defendant's  theory 
was  correct,  the  instractions  be  asked  for  were  law.  Seld^  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  ground  of  exception  :  Clark  v.  Soule,  137  Mass. 

Who  are  FeUow- Servants. — A  person  in  the  employ  of  a  railway  cor- 
poraUoD  as  a  head  blacksmith,  was  with  a  number  of  other  employees, 
directed  to  proceed  on  a  wrecking  train  of  the  company  to  a  place  where 
a  train  of  cars  had  been  wrecked,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  remov- 
ing the  rubbish  and  obstructions.  The  train  carrying  them  was  under 
the  charge  of  the  engineer,  who  acted  also  as  conductor,  and  by  his  neg- 
lect to  obey  instructions  the  train  collided  with  another,  resulting  in  the 
death  of  the  blacksmith.  Eeld,  that  the  blacksmith,  and  all  the  other 
employees  on  the  train,  including  the  engineer  and  fireman,  were  fellow- 
servants  of  a  common  master,  engaged  in  the  same  line  of  employment, 
within  the  rule  excluding  a  right  of  recovery  by  one  servant  for  tho 
Degligeoce  of  a  fellow-servant:  Abend  v.  Terre  Haute  dn  Indianapolis 
RaUroad  Co.,  Ill  111. 

Injury  to  Employee — Defective  Machinery, — A  railroad  corporation  is 
liable  to  one  of  its  employees  for  an  injury  occasioned  to  him  by  being 
struck  by  a  bridge-guard,  if  the  guard  is  out  of  its  proper  position,  and 
this  is  caused  by  the  wearing  out  of  the  rope  attached  to  the  guard,  and 
the  corporation  has  not  made  suitable  provision  to  have  notice  of,  and  to 
remedy,  defects  liable  to  be  occasioned  by  its  use:  Warden  v.  Old 
Colony  R.  R.,  137  Mass. 

Municipal  Oorporation.   See  Ccmstitutional  Law;  Taxation. 

Bond  of,  when  a  Negotiable  Security — Right  of  Holder  to  Sue  in  United 
States  Courts. — A  municipal  bond  issued  under  the  authority  of  law 
for  the  payment,  at  all  events,  to  a  named  person  or  order,  a  fixed  sum 
of  money  at  a  designated  time  therein  limited,  being  endorsed  in  blank, 
is  a  negotiable  security  within  the  law-merchant :  Ackley  School  Dis- 
trict V.  HaU,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Its  negotiability  is  not  affected  by  a  provision  of  the  statute,  under 
which  it  was  issued  that  it  should  be  payable  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
district  at  any  time  before  due  Id. 

Consistently  with  the  act  of  March  3,  1875,  determining  the  juris- 
diction of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States,  the  holder  may  sue 
vhereio  without  reference  to  the  citizenship  of  any  prior  holder,  and 
unaffected  by  the  circumstance  that  the  municipality  may  be  entitled 
to  make  a  defence  based  upon  equities  between  the  original  parties  :  Id. 

NBOLroENOB.    See  Q>mm(yii  Carrier ;  Fraud ;  Master  and  Servant. 

^frihufory  Negligence —  What  constitutes. — Where  an  employee  of 
s  nihn^^  compaoy  was  sent  on  a  wrecking  train  to  assist  in  removing 
^^bfig  of  a  wrecked  train  from  the  track,  and  instead  of  taking  his 
^^^^  the  car,  in  violation  of  a  published  rule  of  long  standing  entered 
p  fcoomotive  and  took  a  seat  with  the  fireman,  just  in  front  of  the 
7^'''  Where  be  remained  until  a  collision  took  place  with  a  freight  train, 
wns  killed,  it  was  held,  that  he  was  guilty  of  such  negligence  in 
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taking  an  extra-hazardous  place,  as  to  bar  any  right  of  action  by 
personal  representative,  notwithstanding  the  negligence  of  the  servan 
charge  of  the  train  :  Abend  v.  Terre  Haute  arid  Indianapolu  Railn 
Co.,  Ill  111. 

It  is  not  trae,  as  a  gerieral  proposition,  that  in  actions  for  perso 
injuries  caused  by  the  defendant's  negligence,  the  contributory  nej 
gence  of  the  injured  party  will  constitute  no  defence  except  when 
lutter's  negligence  is  an  element  or  factor  in  producing  the  force  caus 
the  injury  complained  of.  It  is  sufficient  if  his  negligence  materit 
contributes  to  the  injury,  whether  it  contributes  to  the  force  caus; 
the  injury  or  not :  Id. 

A  person  who  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  places  himself  in  a  w 
known  place  of  danger  to  life  or  body,  but  for  which  position  he  co 
not  have  been  injured,  and  he  is  injured  or  killed  in  consequence  of  si 
exposure,  even  through  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant,  if  the  act 
the  latter  is  not  wanton  or  wilful,  is  guilty  of  such  contributory  nc] 
gence  as  to  preclude  any  recovery  by  him  or  his  personal  represen 
tive:  Id. 

I  Patent. 

What  constitutes  Invention. — Novelty  and  increased  utility  do  i 
necessarily  c^u>titute  invention  :  Uolluter  v.  Benedict  Manufact^m 
Company,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

That  which  is  but  the  display  of  the  expected  skill  of  the  make 
calling,  and  involves  only  the  exercise  of  the  ordinary  faculties  of  r( 
Boning  upon  the  materials  supplied  by  a  special  knowledge,  and  t 
facility  of  manipulation  which  results  from  its  habitual  and  intellig( 
practice,  is  in  no  sense  a  creative  work  of  that  inventive  faculty  whi 
it  is  the  purpose  of  the  constitution  and  the  patent  laws  to  encoura 
and  reward :  Id. 

Expiration  of  Patent  during  Pendency  of  Suit — Practice. — Suits 
equity  having  been  begun,  in  1879,  for  the  infringement  of  two  paten 
and  the  Circuit  Court  having  dismissed  the  bills,  the  Supreme  Court 
the  United  States,  in  reversing  the  decrees,  after  the  first  patent  h 
expired,  but  not  the  second,  awarded  accounts  of  profits  and  damag 
as  to  both  patents,  and  a  perpetual  injunction  as  to  the  second  paten 
Consolidated  Valve  Co.  v.  Crosby  Valve  Co.,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Tei 
U84. 

Railroad.   See  Common  Carrier. 
Receiver. 

Of  Corporaiion — May  be  appointed  before  Court  acquires  Jurisd\ 
tion  over  Corporation — Real  Estate. — ^The  court  may,  on  a  proper  sho^ 
ing,  appoint  a  receiver  to  take  charge  of  the  assets  of  an  insolvei 
corporation,  to  save  the  same  from  destruction  or  waste,  before  acquirii 
jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  upon  the  rights  of  such  corporation.  In  sue 
case  the  receiver  may  be  authorized  to  hold  the  property  until  the  righ 
of  the  parties  are  determined.  Placing  property  in  the  hands  of 
receiver  is  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  attachment,  whereby  the  cour 
through  its  officer,  acquires  the  custody  of  such  property :  St.  Lou 
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and  Samiavai  Coed  and  Mining  Go,  y.  The  Sandoval  Coal  and  Mining 
Co.,  Ill  111. 

In  the  absence  of  any  statotory  provisions  on  the  subject,  real  estate 
cannot  be  vested  in  the  receiver,  except  by  a  conveyance  to  hioi  :  Id, 

Removal  of  Causes. 

Proceeding  ngaiMt  an  Administrator — Removals  on  the  Ground  of 
Prejjuiice  or  Local  Influence, — A  proceeding  in  a  state  court  against  an 
administrator,  to  obtain  payment  of  a  debt  due  by  the  decedent  in  his 
Fifeiime,  is  removable  into  a  court  of  the  United  States  when  the  cred- 
itor and  the  administrator  are  oitisens  of  different  states,  notwithstanding 
(be  state  statute  may  enact  that  such  claims  can  only  be  established  in 
a  probate  court  of  the  state,  or  by  appeal  from  that  court  to  some  other 
state  court:  Heu  v.  Reynolds,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

The  act  of  March  3, 1875,  to  determine  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit 
courts,  and  regulate  the  removal  of  causes  from  state  courts,  does  not 
repeal  or  supersede  all  other  statutes  on  those  subjects,  but  only  such  as 
are  in  coDflict  with  the  latter  statute.  The  third  clause  of  section  639 
of  theKevised  Statutes  (authorizing  removals  on  the  ground  of  preju- 
dice or  local  influence),  is  not  therefore  abrogated  or  repealed :  Id, 

An  application  for  removal  under  that  clause  is  in  time,  if  made 
before  the  trial  or  final  bearing  of  the  cause  in  the  state  court :  Id, 

Shipping. 

Lien  for  Construction. — If  the  hull  and  spars  of  a  vessel  are  completed 
at  one  port,  and  su£5cieut  rigging  is  put  on  her,  and  a  sufficient  cargo 
for  the  necessary  ballast  is  taken,  to  enable  her  to  go  to  another  port, 
where  materials  necessary  to  the  rigging  and  equipment  of  a  vessel,  and 
the  first  put  upon  her,  are  procured,  the  materials  so  furnished  at  the 
latter  port  are  furnished  in  the  **  construction  "  of  the  vessel :  McDonald 
V.  The  Nimbusy  137  Mass. 

Statute.    See  Constitutional  Law. 
Taxation. 

Conttruetion  of  Sewer — Assessment — Notice —  What  Property  liable, — 
Where  sewers  are  constructed  under  authority  of  a  city,  and  afterwards 
special  taxes  are  levied  upon  the  adjacent  property  owners  to  pay  for 
the  same,  only  those  individuals  who  can  use  such  sewers  should  be  taxed 
specially  to  pay  for  their  construction  or  maintenance,  and  each  should 
be  taxed  specially  only  for  the  amount  of  the  special  benefits  which  the 
severs  might  confer  upon  him,  and  each  should  be  taxed  specially  pre- 
cisely in  proportion  to  the  benefits  which  he  might  individually  receive: 
OHmore  v.  HerUig,  33  Kas. 

Also  in  such  cases,  before  special  taxes  can  be  made  a  fixed  and  per- 
roanent  charge  upon  the  property  of  such  individuals  they  must  have 
notice,  with  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  an  opportunity  to  contest 
file  validity  and  fairness  of  such  taxes  :  Id. 

is  not  necessary,  however,  in  any  case  that  the  notice  should  be 
personally  served  upon  the  property  owner,  or  that  the  proceeding  should 
^  *  judicial  proceeding,  or  that  the  notice  should  be  given  before  the 
taxes  are  levied  ;  but  any  notice  that  will  enable  the  property  owner  to 
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procure  a  heariog  before  some  officer,  board  or  trtbuDal,  and  to  contes 
the  validity  and  fairness  of  the  taxes  assessed  against  him,  before  thi 
same  shall  become  a  fixed  and  established  charge  upon  his  property^  wil 
be  sufficient :  Id, 

Trespass. 

lAcense  from  Life-tenant — Entry  under  License  of  Tenant  for  Life.— 
The  entry  upon  premises  by  a  railway  company,  and  the  construction  of  i 
railroad  over  the  same,  which  is  no  injury  to  the  inheritance,  under  thi 
verbal  license  of  the  tenant  for  life,  is  not  a  trespass  or  an  unlawfu 
entry.  Such  entry  will  not  subject  the  party  so  entering  to  either  ai 
action  of  trespass  or  ejectment  on  the  part  of  the  remainder-man :  Tk 
Chicago  and  Alton  Railroad  Go,  v.  Goodtoin,  111  111. 

Trial. 

Sealed  Verdict — Not  final  until  recorded. — The  determination  of  i 
jury,  although  formally  stated  in  a  verdict,  and  signed  and  sealed,  is  no 
final,  but  remains  within  the  oontrol  of  the  jury,  and  is  subject  to  an] 
alteration  or  amendment  by  the  jurors  until  it  is  actually  rendered  ii 
court  and  recorded,  and  up  to  that  time  any  member  of  the  jury  is  a 
liberty  to  withdraw  his  consent  from  a  verdict  previously  agreed  upon  : 
Bishop  V.  Mugler,  33  Kas. 

A  sealed  verdict  should  be  presented  by  the  full  jury  in  open  court 
so  that  the  parties  may  avail  themselves  of  the  right  of  polling  the  jury 
and  until  the  verdict  is  regularly  received  and  filed  it  is  without  force  oi 
validity:  Id. 

United  States  Courts.    See  Municipal  Corporation. 
Usury. 

Who  may  avail  of  the  Defence. — A  party  not  injuriously  affected  b] 
an  usurious  transaction,  is  not  allowed  to  complain  or  take  advantage  oi 
the  usury.  So  if  a  party  sells  land  subject  to  a  mortgage  thereon,  whicl 
is  given  to  secure  a  debt,  with  usury  reserved,  and  the  purchaser  assumei 
the  payment  of  the  debt  as  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  such  purchase) 
or  those  claiming  under  him,  cannot  interpose  the  defence  of  usury  to  \ 
bill  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  :  Stiger  v.  Bent^  111  III. 

Verdict.   See  Trial. 
Will. 

Construction — Heirs. — A  testator,  after  giving  several  legacies  by  hii 
will,  directed  that  the  residue  of  his  property  should  be  equally  dividec 
among  my  brothers  and  sisters  and  their  heirs."  When  the  will  wai 
made,  and  at  the  testator's  death,  there  were  living  tnree  brothers,  one 
sister,  and  children  and  grandchildren  of  two  deceased  sisters.  T!i( 
testator  knew  of  the  decease  of  his  two  sisters,  and  of  the  existence  of 
their  issue.  Held^  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  heirs  of  his  de 
ceased  sisters  should  take,  by  right  of  representation,  equally  with  hii 
surviving  brothers  and  sister :  Huntress  v.  Place,  137  Mass. 
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VA1.IDITY  OF  CONTRACTS  IN  RESTRAINT  OF 

TRADE. 

{Ooiliduded  from  April  Number.) 

^^y,  CiiASSiFiCATiON. — Chief  Justice  Parker  (Mitchel  v.  Ret/noldSy 
1  P.  Wms.  181),  divides  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  into  two 
classes,  namely :  involuntary  and  voluntary ;  the  former  restraints 
arising  from,  first,  grants  or  charters  from  the  crown  ;  second,  cus- 
toms ;  and  third,  by-laws ;  and  the  latter  comprising  those  restraints 
which  arise  from  the  agreement  of  the  parties.  Only  voluntary 
restraints  will  be  treated  in  this  article.  Voluntary  restrainta  are 
Bub-divided  into,  first,  general,  and  second,  particular  or  limited 
restraints',  which  sub-division  will  be  followed. 

VI.  General  Restraints. 
(a)  Criterion  of  Validity. — It  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  lay 
down  a  general  rule  to  cover  all  classes  of  cases.    Each  contract 
must  rest  upon  its  own  peculiar  circumstances.   The  reasonableness 
of  the  limitation  is  the  criterion  of  validity.   Many  cases  have  made 
the  extent  of  territory  covered  by  the  prohibition  the  final  and  con- 
clusive test.    Yet  this  is  not  always  infallible.    If  the  extent  of 
the  restraint  upon  one  party  is  not  greater  than  the  protection 
to  the  other  party  requires,  the  contract  is  reasonable  and  valid : 
RouuiUon  v.  BoiusiUon,  14  Ch.  Div.  851 ;  s.  c.  19  Am.  Lafw 
Beg.  748.     Thus,  an  agreement  of  a  solicitor  to  relinquish  the 
practice  of  his  profession  in  London,  or  within  one  hundred  and 
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fifty  miles  thereof  {Bunn  v.  Crwy,  4  East  190),  or  even  if  the  pro 
bition  extends  throughout  the  whole  kingdom  ( Whittaker  v.  Hot 
8  Beav.  383),  is  valid ;  while  an  agreement  of  a  dentist  to  absti 
from  the  practice  of  dentistry  within  a  circuit  of  one  iiundred  mi 
was  held  void :  Homer  v.  Graves^  7  Bing.  735 ;  s.  c.  5  Moore 
Payne  768. 

(b)  Bule  Stated. — Subject  to  the  exceptions  which  will  he 
after  appear,  the  general  principle  may  be  thus  stated:  All  contra 
in  restraint  of  trade  whose  operation  is  general,  are  void.  1 
application  of  the  rule  is  more  difficult  than  a  clear  understand! 
of  it.  Contracts  to  abstain  from  a  business  everywhere,  or  throu^ 
out  the  realm,  and,  usually,  contracts  whose  prohibition  covers 
entire  state,  or  a  large  part  thereof,  come  within  this  principle. 

(c)  Application  of  the  Rule, 

(1.)  Restraints  extending  everywhere. —  A  contract  not 
carry  on  a  business  anywhere  is  clearly  unreasonable,  for  its  opei 
tion  is  general.  It  can  be  of  no  benefit  to  either  party.  And 
one  agrees  to  abstain  from  a  certain  business  at  any  place  where  t 
vendee  might  carry  on  the  same  business,  the  agreement  is  une 
forceable.  Thomas  v.  Miles  s  Admrs.y  3  Ohio  St.  274  (1854 ;  Hed 
V.  Lowe,  47  Iowa  137  (1877) ;  Gale  v.  Reed,  8  East  80  (1806 
MossopY.  Mason,  18  Gr.  Ch.  (Ont.)  453  (1871);  Kennedy  v.  Li 
3  Mcr.440,  451,  452  (1817);  Lange  v.  Werh,  2  Ohio  St.  5 
(1853).  So  is  an  agreement  to  abstain  from  the  business  of  brewii 
at  P.  or  elsewhere :  Hinde  v.  Gray,  1  M.  &  G.  195  (1840) ;  s.  c. 
Scott  (N.  S.)  123 ;  see  Curtiss  v.  Gokey,  68  N.  Y.  300  (1877);  s. 
5  Hun  555  (1875);  Bank  v.  King,  44  N.  T.  87  (1870) ;  Peltz 
Eichele,  62  Mo.  171  (1876) ;  or  coal  merchant  for  nine  monthe 
Ward  V.  Byrne,  5  M.  &  G.  548,  562  (1839) ;  13  Jur.  1175 ;  or 
stipulation  by  one  partner,  on  selling  out  his  share,  to  cease  beii 
in  that  trade ;"  Maierv.  Hoofman,  4  .Daly  (N.  Y.)  168  (1871)  ; 
a  bond  conditioned  that  the  obligor  shall  never  conduct  or  I 
engaged  in  the  yeast  powder  business ;  Callahan  v.  Donnolly^  { 
Gal.  152  (1872) ;  or  in  the  business  of  founding  iron ;  Alger 
Phacher,  19  Pick.  (Mass.)  51  (1837). 

(2.)  Same.  Throughout  the  Realm. — It  is  evident  that  a  co 
tract  not  to  pursue  one's  trade  in  the  entire  realm  or  country 
void,  because  the  country  suffers  the  loss  of  being  deprived  of  tl 
restricted  party's  industry;  and  the  party  is  deprived  of  his  occup 
tion,  or  is  obliged  to  expatriate  himself  in  order  to  follow  it.  Oregi 


IN  RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 


288 


Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Winsor,  20  Wall.  68  (1878).  Thus,  a 
stipulation  not  to  be  connected  either  directly  or  indirectly"  in 
the  manufacture  of  stearin  candles  for  a  specified  time  in  any  part 
of  the  United  States  is  void  :  Lange  v.  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  519 
(1853).  So  is  an  agreement  between  partners  engaged  in  manufac- 
turing daguerreotype  materials,  on  dissolution,  that  one  shall  never 
engage  in  that  business  again  in  any  part  of  the  United  States. 
Dean  v.  Emerson,  102  Mass.  480  (1869). 

(3.)  Same.    Throughout  a  State. — It  has  been  held  that  a  bond 
not  to  engage  in  the  business  of  asphaltum  roofing  and  pavement- 
laying  in  the  city  or  county  of  San  Francisco,  or  state  of  Califor- 
nia," is  void :  Moore  v.  BonnetU  40  Cal.  251  (1870) ;  or  never  to 
engage  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  shoe-cutters  at 
any  place  within  the  state  of  Massachusetts :  Taylor  v.  Blanchard, 
13  Allen  370  (1866) ;  or  to  abstain  from  running  a  steamboat  on 
any  of  the  waters  of  California :  Wright  v.  Ryder,  86  Cal.  357 
(1868).  These  cases  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  if  such  contracts 
were  upheld,  the  one  bound  would  be  compelled  to  transfer  his 
residence  and,* allegiance  to  another  state  in  order  to  pursue  his 
avocation.    Judge  Selden,  of  the  New  York  Supreme  Court,  in 
answer  to  the  contention  that  no  restraint  could  be  general  which 
operated  in  a  single  state  only,  denounced  it  to  be  repugnant  to 
"the  general  frame  and  policy  of  our  government  to  regard  the 
Union,  in  respect  to  our  ordinary  internal  and  domestic  interests, 
as  one  consolidated  nation.    For  all  these  purposes,  each  state  is  a 
separate  community,  with  separate  and  independent  public  inter- 
cste."  Lawrence  v.  Kidder,  10  Barb.  641  (1851).  "But  this  mode 
of  applying  the  rule,*'  says  Bradley,  J.,  {Oregon  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Co.  V.  Winsor,  supra,)  "  must  be  received  with  some  caution. 
This  country  is  substantially  one  country,  especially  in  all  matters 
of  trade  and  business,  and  it  is  manifest  that  cases  may  arise  in 
which  it  would  involve  too  narrow  a  view  of  the  subject  to  condemn 
as  invalid  a  contract  not  to  carry  on  a  particular  trade  or  business 
within  a  particular  state.    Suppose  the  case  of  two  persons  asso- 
ciated in  business  as  partners,  and  engaged  in  a  manufacture  by 
which  they  supply  the  country,  but  the  process  of  manufacture  is  a 
secret ;  and  they  agree  to  separate,  and  one  of  the  terms  of  their 
separation  is,  that  one  of  the  parties  shall  not  sell  the  manufac- 
tured article  in  Massachusetts,  where  the  other  resides  and  carries 
on  business ;  and  that  the  latter  shall  not  sell  the  article  in  New 
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York,  where  his  associate  ia  to  reside  and  carry  on  bi]fiiDee&.  i 
any  one  doubt  that  euch  an  Agreement  would  be  valid  ?  Steanu 
Barrett,  1  Pi^k,  (Mass.)  442  {1823),  Gontractii  in  sale  of  pro. 
of  secret  manufacture  of  articles  which  restraiti  the  vendor  £ 
engaging  in  the  manufacture  of  them  are  yalid^  Casea  must 
adjudged  according  to  t hair  circumstances,  and  can  only  be  ngl 
judged  when  the  reasons  and  grounds  of  the  rule  are  caref 
cons  I  der  ed  /  *  A  ccor  d  i  n  gly ,  u  poB  th  e  sale  of  a  @  teamboat,  a  tro  vei 
not  to  run  it  on  the  waters  of  the  state  of  California  was  bus  tail 
Oregon^  ^c.^  Co,  v.  Wrmor^  mipra. 

Judge  Cbhistiakcy'b  views  on  this  question  fully  accord  i 
th93e  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  And  he 
tained  a  bond  given  by  a  printer  and  publisher,  whose  busii 
extended  throughout  the  state  of  Michigan,  stipulating  nevei 
carry  on  that  business  within  that  state,  Bcal  v.  Cluise,  muj 
See  remarks  of  this  judge,  ante.  Upon  principle,  the  latter  \ 
is  undoubtedly  the  correct  one*  Contracts  which  embrace  the  en 
state  must  be  determined  upon  the  same  principle  as  those  wl 
contemplate  a  general  restraint, 

(4.)  Same.  ThtQughout  a  large  portion  &f  a  State  or  Cbunfrj 
The  same  reasons  which  have  been  given  for  declaring  contract 
general  restraint  of  trade  void,  apply  with  equal  force  to  tl 
which  seek  to  deprive  a  large  poition  of  a  state  or  country  of 
restricted  party's  labor*  The  same  evils  follow  in  both  cases.  Tl 
a  stipulation  of  a  dentist  not  to  practise  dentistry  within  a  cir 
of  200  miles  in  diameter,  in  England,  is  void  :  Horner  v.  Or  a 
7  Bing*  735  (1831),  So  is  a  contract  that  the  vendor  will  not  ce 
on  the  perfume  business  at  any  place  within  600  miles  of  Loud' 
Price  V,  Grem,  16  M*  &  W*  346  (1847) ;  s,  c*  13  M.  k  W.  695 ; 
that  he  will  not  engage  in  manufacturing  or  trading  in  palm-! 
beds  or  mattrasses,  in  a!i  the  territory  of  the  state  of  New  Yi 
west  of  Albany  ;  Latt^rmce  v.  Kidder^  10  Barb.  641  (1851), 

(5<)  Same  Commerce  upon  the  High  Seas. — If  these  contr 
restrain^  or  tend  to  restrain,  un  reasonably »  commerce  upon  the  I 
seas,  they  are  equally  void  for  the  same  reasons  that  declare  tl 
invalid  on  land.  For  the  benefit  of  all  nations  that  strive  for  c 
raercial  supremacy^  this  enterprise  should  be  free  from  restrictji 
Therefore,  if  one  ocean  steamship  company  agrees  with  anotbe 
abstain  from  running  ships  between  North  and  South  America, 
contract  18  invalid :  Murray  v.  Vunderhilt^  39  Barb«  140  (18< 
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(6.)  Same.  Confined  to  Locality^  hut  suiject  to  Covenantee's  seUc' 
&n,-In  Thomas  v.  Miles*s  Administrator,  8  Ohio  St.  274  (1854), 
one  party  covenanted  not  to  carry  on  a  certain  business  at  any  place 
vbere  the  other  party  might  carry  on  the  same  business.  This 
cue  decided  that  where  the  restraint  is  confined  to  localities,  if 
they  are  not  definitely  ascertained,  and  their  location  is  subject  to 
the  vendee's  selection,  the  contract  is  void  because  of  its  too  general 
operation. 

(7.)  Time. — A  limitation  as  to  time  is  never  a  necessary  element 
in  determining  the  validity  of  these  contracts.    If  the  restraint  is 
Qoreasonable  as  to  space,  the  contract  is  void,  however  limited  as 
to  time.   There  are  good  reasons  for  this.    The  public  is  injured 
during  the  continuance  of  the  restriction.   Between  a  perpetual 
and  limited  restraint  the  only  difference  is  the  degree  of  mischief. 
It  is  well  to  remember  that  if  the  public  is  injured  in  the  least,  this 
is  snfficient  to  nullify  the  agreement.    On  principle,  the  degree  of 
/       ^Djnry,  as  affecting  the  validity  or  invalidity,  ought  never  be  con- 
sidered.  Thus,  a  contract  of  an  innkeeper,  upon  selling  his  inn, 
<o  abstain  from  business  for  ten  years  {Mossop  v.  Mason,  18  Gbant 
Ch.  R.  (Ont.)  453  (1871) ),  or  a  coal  merchant,  not  to  follow  his 
Cosiness  for  twenty  years  {Ward  v.  Byrne,  5  M.  &  W.  648,  562 
(1839);  3  Jur.  1175),  or  a  manufacturer  not  to  manufacture  cer- 
kinds  of  articles  for  a  period  of  thirty  years,  have  been  con- 
^^^rxBd  {The  Saratoga  Co.  Bank  v.  Bank,  44  N.  Y.  87  (1870)  ). 
^®e>  also,  Boipser  v.  Bliss,  7  Blackford  (Ind.)  344;  B.  o.  43  Am. 
^^c-  93,  with  note,  which  holds  that  if  the  duration  is  indefinite 
^  to  time,  this  will  not  invalidate  the  contract. 
8.  Jtestraints  removable  at  the  Option  of  the  Party  bound. — 
^aa  been  questioned  whether  agreements  should  be  declared  void 
'^i^ich  reserve  to  the  party  bound  the  power  to  remove  the  restraint 
^Pon  paying  a  bonus  to  the  other  party,  and  it  was  decided  that 
^ere  equally  void :  Keeler  v.  Taylor,  53  Penn.  St.  467.  No 
Hbs  a  right  to  consent  to  the  payment  of  tribute  for  the  purpose 
^  ^^crcising  a  calling.    Every  man  holds  his  freedom  in  trust  for 
.  ^  Public.    Society  is  entitled  to  the  fruits  of  his  toil.    In  refer- 
to  the  restraint  in  the  above  case,  the  court  said:  "Is  it 
J^'^^onable  to  impose  such  a  tribute  upon  the  labor  of  a  mechanic  ? 

^ot  its  direct  tendency  to  restrain  his  skill  in  a  useftil  art?  And 
^^^^  if  at  law  damages  might  be  recovered  for  breach  of  such  a 
ooght  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce  it  ?    According  to  the 
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doctrine  of  the  cases,  these  questions  will  admit  of  no  answers  favor 
able  to  the  plaintiff.  He  was  not  the  patentee  of  scales,  selling  hi 
right  to  another ;  nothing  of  that  sort  appears  in  the  case.  It  wa 
ft  sale  merely  of  his  handicraft,  and  whilst  the  parties  were  tree  U 
fix  their  own  value  of  that,  a  contract  that  restrained  the  industry 
of  the  defendant,  not  in  a  particular  locality,  but  everywhere 
*  *  *  was  contrary  to  public  policy."  ^ 
(d)  Uxceptions  to  the  Rule, 

I.  Clasgijieation  of  Exceptions. — As  has  been  stated,  then 
are  exceptions  to  the  general  principle  that  all  contracts  in  genera 
restraint  of  trade  are  void.  These  exceptions  may  be  classified  ai 
follows : 

1.  Where  the  vendee  requires  the  protection  secured  by  th< 
restraint;  or 

2.  Where  the  contract  is  made  to  put  an  end  to  ruinous  compe 
tition ;  or 

3.  Where  the  advantages  secured  by  the  contract  are  mutual ;  oi 

4.  Where  the  contract  is  given  to  protect  a  patented  invention, 
trade-mark,  or  secret  process  of  manufacture  ;  or 

6.  Where  the  business  restrained  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
law  where  made.  These  will  be  considered  in  the  order  enume 
rated : 

II.  Exceptions  considered, 

(1.)  Where  the  Vendee  requires  the  protection  secured  by  tfu 
restraint, 

(a)  Scope  of  Principle, — This  exception,  like  the  general  rule, 
cannot  be  applied  to  all  classes  of  cases  without  limitation.  lU 
application  is  only  extended  so  far  as  to  afford  a  fair  protection  tc 
the  vendee,  yet  not  so  far  as  to  conflict  with  the  public  weal.  Pri 
vate  interests  must  succumb  to  the  public  welfare.  But  if  th< 
promisee's  business  requires  the  restraint,  and  to  protect  him  ii 
in  it  would  not  deprive  the  public  of  any  advantage,  the  contraci 
will  be  enforced.  For  to  enforce  a  contract  which  deprives  the 
public  of  any  advantage,  although  the  interests  of  the  promises 
requires  it,  would  be  to  give  protection  to  a  private  citizen  at  the 
expense  of  the  public,  and  deny  society  the  power  of  self-protection. 
If  we  keep  in  mind  the  reasons  of  the  principles,  which  have  beei 
heretofore  stated,  the  scope  of  this  exception  will  be  more  readilj 
understood. 

(b)  Cases  where  applied. — The  interests  of  the  promisee  may  be 


IN  RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 


287 


considered  in  two  classes  of  cases,  namely:  1.  Where  the  restraint 
is  strictly  for  the  protection  of  the  promisee,  with  reference  to  the 
extent  of  the  business,  and  2.  Where  it  secures  to  the  promisee 
the  exclusive  custom  of  the  promissor. 

(1)  In  the  first  class  of  cases  there  is  apparent  conflict  in  the 
decisions.   In  England  some  cases  have  made  the  protection  of 
the  promisee  the  controlling  element  in  determining  the  validity 
of  the  restraint.    In  MotisMlon  v.  Roussillon^  L.  R.,  14  Ch. 
Diy.  351 ;  (s.  o.  19  Am.  Law  Reg.  728,  note  by  Judge  Bennett,) 
a  traveller  for  a  wine  merchant,  in  making  his  contract  of  employ- 
ment, agreed  not  to  carry  on  the  wine  business  for  two  years 
after  leaving  the  merchant's  employment.    The  promisee's  business 
extended  throughout  England  and  Scotland,  and  like  business  done 
anywhere  in  the  kingdom  would  interfere  with  his  trade.    It  was 
contended  that  a  restraint  which  extended  throughout  an  entire 
oonntry  could  not  be  upheld,  even  if  the  business  of  the  promisee 
did  require  the  protection,  for  that  would  compel  the  party  thus 
bound  to  abandon  his  regular  calling,  or  expatriate  himself  in  order 
to  follow  it.    The  court,  in  sustaining  the  contract  on  the  ground 
that  the  interest  of  the  promisee  required  it,  repudiated  this  con- 
tention, and  declared  that  the  operation  of  such  a  limitation  would 
be  unjust;  that  it  would  afford  complete  protection  to  a  business  local 
in  its  nature,  while  it  would  deny  protection  to  a  business  extending 
throughout  a  kingdom.    Then,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  this 
case,  it  follows  as  of  course,  that  the  restraint  is  reasonable,  if  the 
promisee's  business  requires  it,  however  injurious  the  consequences 
to  the  public.    Rather  than  adopt  a  rule  which  might  operate 
unequally,  the  court  preferred  to  ignore  the  public  policy  which  is 
the  foundation  of  the  whole  doctrine,  and  declare  that  in  such  cases 
the  restraint  may  legally  be  co-extensive  with  the  business. 

Other  English  cases  have  likewise  extended  this  exception.  And 
an  agreement  of  a  solicitor  to  relinquish  the  practice  of  his  profes-  * 
sion  in  London,  or  within  150  miles  thereof,  {Bunn  v.  (ruy,  4  East 
190);  or  even  if  the  restraint  extends  throughout  the  entire  king- 
dom ( Whittaker  v.  Matve,  3  Beav.  388),  was  sustained  for  the  reason 
th&t  the  promisee  required  the  protection. 

this  country  this  principle  has  never  been  extended  so  far. 
Yet  Contracts  have  been  declared  valid  that  required  the  vendor  to 
rewoy^  from  a  state  in  order  to  pursue  his  accustomed  avocation  in 
rfrferejice  to  this  principle  of  protection :  Seal  v.  Chasej  31  Mich. 
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490 ;  Oregon  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  TTtrwor,  20  Wall.  67 ;  bi 
as  heretofore  observed,  upon  this  question  there  is  some  conflic 
Lawrence  v.  Kidder,  10  Barb..(N.  Y.)  641.  When  Judge  Bra 
LET,  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  declared  that  whisn 
such  restraints  'Uhe  party  is  deprived  of  his  occupation,  or 
obliged  to  expatriate  himself  in  order  to  follow  it,"  he  gave  the  tr 
limitation  of  the  exception.  '\A  contract,"  continues  he, 
is  open  to  such  grave  objections  is  clearly  agaipst  public  policy 
But  if  it  only  affords  a  reasonable  grotind  of  benefit  to  the  otl 
party,  it  is  free  from  objection  and  may  be  enforced."  20  Wa 
67.  Thus,  upon  the  sale  of  a  steamship,  a  stipulation  of  the  pi 
chaser  that  he  would  not  employ  the  ship  for  ten  years  in  the  waU 
of  California,  where  it  appeared  that  such  a  stipulation  was  for  t 
benefit  of  the  other  party,  and  also  that  such  was  the  indaceme 
of  the  sale,  was  held  binding.  Id.  Compare  this  with  Wright 
Ryder  J  36  Cal.  342,  where  a  similar  agreement  was  held  void.  A 
a  bond  given  by  a  printer  or  publisher,  whose  business  extend 
throughout  the  state  of  Michigan,  upon  the  sale  thereof,  never 
engage  again  in  such  business  within  the  state,  was  8ustain( 
Beal  V.  Chase,  31  Mich.  490 ;  see  Aimworth  v.  Bentley,  \ 
Weekly  Rep.  630;  Ingram  v.  Stiff,  b  Jur.  (N.  S.)  947;  Jones 
Lees,  1  Hurl.  &  Norm.  189  ;  Allsop  v.  Wheatcroft,  L.  R.,  15  E 
59,  64. 

Where  the  ^  restraint  only  secures  to  the  promisee  the  exclusi 
custom  of  the  promisor,  it  will  be  held  valid.  Thus  a  contra 
not  to  buy  meat  of  any  one  but  the  promisee  for  six  months  is  vali 
Lightner  v.  Menzel,  85  Cal.  452  (1868) ;  so  is  an  agreement  of 
publican  to  purchase  all  beer  of  his  creditors  :  Thornton  v.  SJie 
ratt,  8  Taunt.  529  (1818) ;  see  Holcomhe  v.  Hawson,  2  Camp.  3( 
(1800) ;  or  an  agreement  to  furnish  one  party  with  sewing-machin 
upon  credit  and  at  a  discount,  provided  the  other  party  will  de 
•  with  him  exclusively :  Brown  v.  Rounsavell,  78  111.  589  (1875) ;  s 
Fisken  v.  Rutherford,  8  Gr.  Ch.  (Ont.)  9  (1860)  ;  or  to  deal  with 
certain  grocer  exclusively,  Lenz  v.  Brown,  41  Wis.  172  (1876] 
see  Holtz  v.  Schmidt,  59  N.  Y.  253 ;  Weaver  v.  Sessions,  1  Ma 
shall  505  (1815) ;  s.  c.  6  Taunt.  154 ;  Gale  v.  Reed,  8  East  f 
(1806) ;  or  to  employ  no  person  but  A.  to  make  cordage  for  C. 
D. :  Lawreihce  v.  Kidder,  10  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  641 ;  or  an  agreement  ( 
one  railroad  company  with  another  to  employ  no  cars  but  the  latt 
company's  in  the  transportation  of  locomotive  engines  and  tende 
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over  the  former  company's  road :  Urie  Railroad  Co.  t.  Union  Loco* 
mtm  ^  Express  Co.,  35  N.  J.  L.240  (1871). 

2.  Restraints  to  put  an  end  to  Ruinoits  Competition. — 
CoQtracta  which  have  for  their  object  the  prevention  of  ruinous 
competition  hare  been  sustained  on  the  ground  of  the  benefit  the 
pablic  derives  from  them,  as  well  as  the  parties  thereto,  in  the 
adFancement  of  the  particular  trade  or  industry  they  seek  to  pro- 
tect. There  is  much  danger  to  be  apprehended  in  extending  this 
principle  too  far ;  but,  when  properly  applied,  private  capital  is 
thereby  saved  from  disastrous  rivalry,  and  enabled  to  add  to  the 
wealth  of  the  community,  thus  exerting  a  wholesome  influence  upon 
the  industrial  or  business  interests  of  the  state.  The  propriety 
of  sustaining  such  contracts  is  seriously  questioned  by  those  who 
beh'eve  implicitly  in  the  maxim,  that  competition  is  the  life  of 
trade.''  It  is  to  be  observed  that  here  the  same  limitation,  as  here- 
tofore stated,  in  referring  to  the  interest  of  the  promisee,  namely 
the  agreement  must  not  injure  the  public — ^holds  good.  The  essen- 
tial question  is  one  of  monopoly  and  injury  to  the  public.  On  this 
ground,  an  agreement  among  the  stevedores  of  a  certain  port  to 
divide  the  stevedoring  business,  and  share  profits  and  losses 
arising  therefrom,  was  sustained  in  England.  Collins  v.  Locke^  L.  R., 
4  App.  Cas.  674  ;  28  W.  R.  189  ;  Whart.  on  Cont.  §§  442,  442a 
and  notes.  The  court  of  the  same  country,  also,  declared  valid 
an  agreement  between  two  railroad  companies,  based  upon  the 
exchange  and  division  of  traffic,  for  the  same  reasons.  Hare  v. 
RaUroad  Co,,  2  Johns.  &  H.  80;  80  L.  J.  Ch.  817;  see,  also, 
Shrewsburtf  Railroad  Co.  v.  London,  ^e.,  Railroad,  20  L.  J.  Ch. 
90, 102.  But  no  contract  of  the  latter  kind  has  ever  been  sustained 
by  the  courts  of  this  country.  In  another  English  case  three  rival 
trunk  and  box-makers  entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  they 
divided  England  into  three  districts,  each  taking  one,  and  each 
engaging  not  to  interfere  with  the  trade  of  the  others.  It  appear- 
ing that  this  was  done  to  prevent  loss  and  inconvenience  resulting 
&om  all  doing  business  in  the  same  territory,  the  contract  was  held 
valid.  Wickens  v.  JSvaris,  8  T.  &  J.  818  (1829).  And  similar  con- 
tracts have  been  upheld  in  this  country,  where  good  reasons 
appeared  for  making  them,  and  their  operation  was  limited, — and 
where  they  did  not  cause  a  monopoly  of  the  business  they  endeavored 
to  advance.  Skrarink  v.  Scharringhatuien,  8  Mo.  App.  522 ;  Per- 
V.  Lyman,  9  Mass.  522  ri813).  On  the  other  hand,  like 
Vol.  XXXIII.— 87 
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agreements,  whose  avowed  purpose  was  to  stimulate  and  encourag 
trade,  but  whose  tendency  might  injure  the  public,  have  been  hel 
void.  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  173 ;  Arnc 
V.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  558  ;  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  36  Ohio  St  666 
India  Asso.  v.  Kock,  14  La.  Ann.  168. 

3.  Where  the  Benefits  secured  by  the  Contract  are  mutuah- 
The  policy  of  the  law  is  to  encourage  and  protect  individual  entei 
prises.  Therefore,  contracts  which  secure  mutual  advantage  to  th 
parties  are  always  held  valid,  unless  clearly  detrimental  to  the  we] 
being  of  society.    These  may  be  ranged  under  the  following  heads 

(a)  Agreements  of  Joint  Inventors. — An  agreement  between  tw 
joint  inventors  of  a  certain  machine  that  one  should  sell  thei 
exclusively  in  two  states  and  the  other  in  the  rest  of  the  Unite 
States,  is  valid  because  of  the  reciprocal  advantage  given  to  tb 
parties :  Steams  v.  Barrett,  1  Pick.  443  (1823). 

(b)  Agreements  to  secure  Benefits  of  an  Invention. — If,  for  th 
purpose  of  securing  the  benefit  of  an  invention,  a  contract  is  mad 
to  put  no  machines  upon  the  market  without  it,  it  will  be  sustained 
Jones  V.  Lees,  1  H.  &  N.  189  (1856) ;  2  Jur.  N.  S.  645;  K  I 
J.  Exch.  9  ;  Billings  v.  Ames,  32  Mo.  265  (1862). 

(c)  Agreements  to  Labor  exclusively  for  a  particular  Person. — Ti 
this  class  of  cases  no  agreement  will  be  sustained  whose  effect  t 
withdraw  permanently  and  absolutely  from  the  market  any  spe<^i£ 
quota  of  labor  by  which  the  market  would  be  improved :  See  not 
of  Dr.  Francis  Wharton  to  Sharp  v.  Whiteside,  19  Fed.  Rep.,  i 
166.  But  a  contract  to  sell  lime  exclusively  to  a  certain  perao: 
for  six  months  is  valid :  Schwan  v.  Holmes,  49  Cal.  665  (1875) 
or  mint  oil  for  two  years:  Van  Marter  v.  Babcock,  28  Barb.  63 
(1857) ;  or  all  ore  that  the  promisee  may  need :  Long  v.  Tow 
42  Mo.  545  (1868);  or  to  labor  for  no  other  person  than  ih 
promisee  for  seven  years :  Pilkington  v.  Scott,  16  M.  &  W.  657 
or  for  life:  Wallis  v.  Day,  2  M.  &  W.  278  (1837) ;  1  Jur.  73.  0 
the  same  principle,  contracts  of  authors  to  write  exclusively  k 
particular  publishers  will  be  enforced:  Morris  v.  Coleman,  1 
Vesey  437  (1811);  Stiff  v.  Cassell,  2  Jur.  (N.  S.)  348  (1856 
Likewise  engagements  of  actors  and  opera  singers  to  give  their  aei 
vices  for  a  specified  season :  McCaull  v.  Braham,  16  Fed.  Rep,  3 
N.  C.  Cir.  Ct.  N.Y.  (1883).  To  same  effect,  see  Howard  v.  Hopkpu 
2  Atk.  371 ;  Fox  v.  Scard,  33  Beav.  321 ;  Jones  v-  Seamans,  4  CI 
Div.  636;  Barnes    McAllister,  18  How.  Pr.  534;  Nesslev.  Rem 
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29  Id.  882 ;  Warren  v.  JaektaUy  46  Id.  889.  In  some  cases  con- 
tracts for  the  abandonment  of  a  business,  in  consideration  of  being 
fornished  with  employment  for  life,  will  be  sustained :  Wallis  v. 
%,  2  M.  &  W.  273  (1887) ;  1  Jur.  78 ;  15  Vin.  Abr..828.  See 
Eartky  y.  OummingB,  5  C.  B.  246  (1847) ;  8.  c.  2  G.  &  K.  488 ; 
s.  c.  12  Jur.  57  ;  17  L.  J.  C.  P.  84;  Filkingian  v.  ScoU,  15  M. 
k  W.  657 ;  or,  in  consideration  of  becoming  part  owner  of  a 
patent,  to  conduct  exclusiyely  the  business  of  manufacturing  and 
dealing  in  machines  of  that  patent :  Kitiiman  v.  Farkhursty  18 
How.  (U.  S.)  289  (1855). 

4.  Cimtracts  to  protect  Patented  InventionSy  Trade-Marks  and 
Secret  Processes  of  Manufacture. — The  law  looks  with  favor  upon 
contracts  which  have  for  their  object  the  protection  and  encourage- 
ment of  patents,  trade-marks  and  secret  processes  of  manufacture. 
Therefore,  in  the  sale  of  these  articles,  covenants  of  the  vendor 
not  to  enter  into  competition  with  the  vendee  are  valid  :  Patents. 
—Morse  ^  Twist  Drills  ^c,  Co.,  v.  Morse,  103  Mass.  73 
(1869);  sale  of  patent  pen,  Mackinnon  Pen  Co.  v.  Fountain  Ink 
eo.,48N.  T.  Sup.  Ct.  (16  J.  k  S.)  442,  447  (1882).  Sale  of 
Secrets.— Ragg  v.  Darley,  47  L.  J.,  N.  S.  Ch.  Div.  567  (1878) ; 
8.  c.  38  L.  T.,  N.  S.  812 ;  Bryson  v.  Whitehead,  1  Sim  &  Stu.  74 
(1821);  8.  c.  1  L.  J.  Ch,  42;  Morison  v.  Moat,  9  Hare  241' 
(1851);  Oreen  v.  Tolgham,  1  S.  &  S.  889 ;  Williams  v.  Williams, 
3  Mer.  168 ;  YovaU  v.  Wingard,  1  J.  &  W.  894  ;  30  L.  J.  Ch. 
209,  213,  219;  WyaU  v.  Wilson,  1  M.  &  G.  46;  Albert  v.  Strong, 

1  Id.  25 ;  Tipping  v.  Clarke,  2  Hare  883 ;  24  Eng.  Ch.  R.  383 ; 
Brewer  v.  Lamar,  S.  C.  Ga.  18  Cent.  L.  J.  54 ;  Gillis  v.  Sail, 

2  Brewster  842  ;  s.  c.  7  Phila.  (Penn.)  422 ;  27  Leg.  Int.  1870,  p. 
302;  Sard  v.  Seeleg,  47  Barb.  428;  Leather  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lor- 

L.  R.,  9  Eq.  845  (1869) ;  Alcock  y.GHberton,  5  Duer  (N.  Y.) 
76  (1855);  Peabody  v.  Norfolk,  98  Mass.  452 ;  Vickery  v.  Welch, 
19  Pick.  523.  "  Public  policy  requires,"  as  was  said  in  one  case, 
^Hhat  when  a  man  has  by  skill  or  by  any  other  means  obtained 
something  he  wants  to  sell,  he  should  be  at  liberty  to  sell  it  in  the 
niost  advantageous  way  in  the  market,  and  in  order  to  enable  him 
to  sell  it  advantageously  in  the  market,  it  is  necessary  that  he 
sbdd  be  able  to  preclude  himself  from  entering  into  competition 
^ith  the  purchaser Leather  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lorsant,  L.  R.,  9  Eq. 
354,355 
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in  restraint  of  a  business  condemned  by  the  policy  of  the  la^ 
good.  The  reasons  of  this  principle  are  obvious.  The  polio 
the  law  is  only  to  promote  and  encourage  those  trades  and  em] 
ments  which  advance  the  public  welfare.  Therefore,  any  pu 
which  the  laws  of  a  country  or  state  seek  to  restrain,  ma; 
restricted,  for  it  is  not  within  the  protection  of  the  law.  1 
if  the  public  policy  of  a  state,  as  evinced  by  legislative  enactm( 
is  directed  to  suppress  the  liquor  traffic,  such  business  ma; 
restrained  within  that  state's  borders :  Earrison  v.  Lockhar 
Ind.  112  (1865).  The  liquor  traffic  is  injurious  to  the  public  i 
ests,  and  hence  the  reasons  of  the  rule  protecting  other  employn 
does  not  apply  to  this  one,  and,  therefore,  it  cannot  be  said  ( 
within  the  rule.  The  public  sentiment  of  Indiana  has  always 
against  the  liquor  traffic.  The  legislature  enacted  the  la 
question  upon  the  assumption  that  the  manufacture  and  sal 
beer,  &c.,  were  necessarily  destructive  to  the  community:"  1 
V.  The  State^  6  Ind.  620.  Laws  were  passed  in  the  reig 
Edward  III.,  Henry  III.  and  Henry  YIII.,  prohibitory  in 
character,  of  the  sale  of  liquor.  In  the  time  of  Henry  III.  a 
was  passed  disqualifying  persons  engaged  in  such  employe 
from  holding  any  office  of  a  judicial  or  executive  character.  1 
in  the  present  century,  in  our  country,  movements  were  commc 
among  the  people  which,  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  have  from 
to  time  influenced  legislation,  and  at  present  the  traffic  in  ii 
eating  liquor,  as  a  beverage,  is  absolutely  prohibited  in  some  o 
states  of  the  Union :  25  Ind.  114.  See,  also,  Dixon  v.  U.  , 
Brock.  (MS.  Dec.)  177,  for  illustration  of  contract  restra 
business  against  public  policy. 

VII.  Partial  Restraints. 

(a)  Criterion  of  Validity. — The  same  general  principles  i 
govern  contracts  in  general  restraint  of  trade,  apply  with  equal 
to  contracts  which  contemplate  a  partial  or  limited  restraint, 
tracts  of  the  latter  kind  are  valid  and  binding.    Angier  v.  Wi 
14  Allen  (Mass.)  211 ;  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds,  1  P.  Wms. 
Nohle  V.  Batesy  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  807 ;  10  Mod.  27,  85,  13 
Mod.  230 ;  2  Saund.  166  A.  N.  (1) ;  2  Str.  739 ;  2  Ld.  B 
1456 ;  3  Bro.  P.  C.  349  ;  Br.  Ch.  418 ;  5  T.  R.  118 ;  5  Cow 
and  150  N.;  3  Johns.  Cas.  297;  7  Johns.  72;  13  Wend. 
17  Wend.  464 ;  21  Id,  162 ;  10  Paige  123 ;  10  N.  Y.  244 
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N.  T.  304;  8  Barb.  45;  11  Id.  134;  12  Id.  381;  4  How. 
Pr.  408;  9  Id.  338;  13  Id.  238;  84  li  206;  51  Id.  378; 
1  £.  D.  Smith  581.  Na  rule  as  to  the  exact  extent  of  territory 
covered  by  th^e  restraints  can  be  given  :  the  restraint  will 
be  considered  limited  and  valid  if  it  is  not  unreasonable.  Pyke 
T.  Thoma$,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  486 ;  7  Am.  Decisions  741,  and  note ; 
Rousnllon  v.  BoussiHon,  L.  R.,  14  Ch.  Div.  861 ;  b.  o.  19  Am.  Law 
Reg.  748,  and  note.  The  point  of  difficulty,  in  these  cases,  is  to 
determine  what  is  a  reasonable  distance  within  which  the  prohibitory 
stipulation  may  lawfully  have  effect.  And  it  is  obvious  at  first 
glance,"  remarked  Bbadlet,  J.,  {Oregon  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Win- 
«ar,  20  Wall.  64,  68,  69),  "  where  it  is  larger  and  wider  than  the 
protection  of  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  is  made  can  possibly 
require,  such  restraint  must  be  considered  unreasonable  in  law,  and 
the  contract  which  would  enforce  it  must  be  therefore  void." 
Eitcheock  v.  Coker^  6  Ad.  &  El.  454,  that  this  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case ;  although,  from  the  , 
uncertain  character  of  the  subject,  much  latitude  must  be  allowed 
to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  parties.  It  is  clear  that  a 
stipulation  that  another  shall  not  pursue  his  trade  or  employment 
at  such  a  distance  from  the  business  of  the  person  to  be  protected, 
as  that  it  could  not  possibly  affect  or  injure  him,  would  be  unrea- 
sonable and  absurd.  On  the  other  hand,  a  stipulation  is  unob- 
jectionable and  binding  which  imposes  the  restraint  to  only  such 
an  extent  of  territory  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
party  making  the  stipulation  ;  provided  it  does  not  violate  the  two 
mdiipemable  conditions  that  the  other  party  be  not  prevented  from 
pursuing  his  calling^  and  that  the  country  be  not  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  his  exertions.** 

(b)  Rule  stated, — The  principle,  as  deduced  from  the  authorities, 
so  far  as  concerns  space,  is  that  the  validity  depends  upon  the  rea- 
sonableness of  the  contract,  and  there  is  no  other  rule  limiting  the 
area  over  which  the  contract  may  legally  extend.  The  contract 
must  be  considered  with  reference  to  the  situation,  business  and 
objects  of  the  parties,  and  in  the  light  of  all  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances with  reference  to  which  the  contract  was  made ;  and  if 
the  restraint  contracted  for  appears  to  have  been  for  a  just  and 
honest  purpose — for  the  protection  of  the  legitimate  interests  of  the 
party  in  whose  favor  it  is  imposed,  reasonable  as  to  them,  and  not 
specially  injurious  to  the  public — the  restraint  will  be  valid. 
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Hubbard  w  Miller,  27  Mich.  15  (1873),  per  Christianct,  J, 
LeijgfM  V.  Barrett,  43  L.  T.  Reports  (N.  S.)  641.  In  Mau^nU 
Romsillon,  L,  R.,  14  Ck  Div.  351,  it  was  stated  that  if  the  e 
of  the  restmint  upon  one  party  is  not  greater  than  protection  i 
other  party  requires,  the  contract  is  reasonable  and  valid, 
obvious  that  the  principle  is  too  broadly  stated.  If  the  prot€ 
of  the  promisee  required  the  other  party  to  give  up  his  calling 
deprived  the  public  of  the  benefit  of  his  exertions,  the  contri 
clearly  against  public  policy.  The  principle  thus  extended  i 
certainly  be  harmful  to  the  public,  and  ought  never  be  applied 
out  limitation. 

(c)  MeoMonabkness  of  the  Restraint  a  Que^im  of  Law, — ^Wb 
the  restraint  is  reaBonable  with  reference  to  territory  is  a  qn< 
of  law^  to  be  decided  in  view  of  the  circumstances  of  each  parti 
case.  Gilman  v.  Bwight,  13  Gray  356;  Tai/lorv.  Blanchar* 
Allen  370;  Treat  v.  Melodeon,  35  Conn.  543;  Quarand  v.  . 
deiet,  32  Md.  561 ;  Grmulli  v.  Lowden,  11  Ohio  Sl  349 ;  A 
Iwter  V.  ffowell,  42  Ind,  15 ;  Linn  v.  S{gsbee,  67  III  75 ;  I 
V.  Lowe,  47  Iowa  137 ;  CJiappel  v,  Brockwa^,  21  Wend* 
Jomg  V.  Seavem,  L.  R.,  4  Ch.  Div.  636. 

(d)  Application  of  the  Bule.~lf  the  business  sold  is  ex  tea 
a  greater  restraint  will  be  permitted  than  in  case  of  a  business  n 
aarily  local  or  limited  in  its  nature.  An  agreement  not  to  pn 
law  in  London,  or  within  150  miles  thereof,  19  valid.  Bunn  v.  i 
4  Eost  190 ;  so  is  an  agreement  of  a  publisher,  covering  the 
space,  TaUi9  v.  Tallu,  1  El,  k  BI,  391 ;  17  Jar,  1149;  22 
Q,  B,  185.  An  agreement  of  a  millinerj  upon  sale  of  her  buai 
to  abstain  from  couducting  the  same  business  within  snch  dial 
as  might  interfere  with  the  business  aold,  ia  valid,  Morgan  v. 
hamm.  36  Ohio  St.  519 ;  c.  38  Am.  Rep,  60L  And  a  mvt 
of  a  miller  not  to  engage  in  the  milling  business  within  30  i 
of  a  certain  place  is  reasonable ;  Bowser  v,  Blk%^  7  Black  (J 
344  ;  c.  43  Am.  Dec.  93,  wiih  note ;  so  is  a  contract  of  a  pliysi 
not  to  practise  medicine  within  20  miles  of  a  given  place:  Buti 
Burleson,  16  Vt,  176;  see  also  Saifward  v.  Young^  2  Cbitty  ^ 
(h^amhj  v,  Barnard,  L.  R,  18  Eq,  518  ;  43  L,  J.  Ch.  659;  si 
T,  (N.  S.)  863  ;  covering  a  distance  of  10  miles  :  Cook  v,  Johmon 
Conn,  175;  Bd^'^Appeal,W  W,X.  C,431;  orl2miIes:  McVh 
Appeal,  58  Pa,  St.  51 ;  or  15  miles ;  Miller  v.  EUiott,  1  Ind,  48- 
also  reasonable ;  or  an  apothecary  not  to  conduct  an  apothe< 
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shop  within  20  miles  of  the  old  stand :  Hayward  v.  Young^  2 
Chitty  407  ;  see  also  SairUer  v.  Ferguson,  7  C.  B.  716 ;  s.  c.  13 
Jar.  828,  where  an  agreement  not  to  act  as  an  apothecary  within  7 
miles  of  a  certain  town  waa  held  valid ;  or  a  lawyer  not  to  practise 
law  within  21  miles  of  a  certain  place :  Dendy  v.  Hendersmj  11 
Exch.  (H.  &  G.)  194 ;  24  L.  J.  Exch.  826 ;  see  Linn  v.  SigBhee, 
67  III.  75;  or  a  merchant  to  abstain  from  the  mercantile  business 
within  10  miles  of  the  business  sold,  Qompers  v.  BocheiteTy  56 
Penn.  St.  194  ;  see  ffaldeman  v.  Simonton,  55  Iowa  144  (1880). 
It  is  reasonable  for  a  butcher  to  agree  not  to  engage  in  his  busi- 
ness within  a  distance  of  5  miles :  Elves  v.  Orofts,  10  G.  B.  239 ; 
or  a  gas*fitter  not  to  engage  in  his  business  for  a  distance  of  20 
miles:  Hitchcock  v.  Coker,  6  Ad. &  El.  488  ;  or  not  to  conduct  the 
business  of  manufacturing  soap  within  40  miles  of  a  place :  Ross 
y.  SadgbecTy  21  Wend.  166  ;  or  not  to  carry  on  a  saddlery  and 
harness  shop  within  20  miles  of  a  place :  Nobles  v.  BateSj  7  Cow. 
307;  or  within  10  miles  of  a  place :  Jonesv.  Heavens,  L.  R.,  4  Ch. 
Diy.  636  :  see,  also,  Harrison  v.  Lockhart,  25  Ind.  112 ;  Curtiss  v. 
Qokey,  68  N.  Y.  800 ;  8  Scott  N.  R.  674 ;  7  M.  &  G.  969 ;  8 
Jur.  105 ;  14  L.  J.  C.  P.  10 ;  Taylors  v.  Clark,  2  Show.  850 ; 
JoUie  V.  Broad,  2  Roll.  Rep.  201 ;  s.  c.  Noy  98 ;  Prugnell  v. 
aosu,  Alleyn  67  ;  Noah  v.  Webb,  1  Edw.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  604 ;  Banr 
km  y.  Williams,  11  Wend.  67  ;  Middleton  v.  Brown,  47  L.  J.  N.  S. 
Ch.  Div.  411 ;  BmweU  v.  Inns,  24  Beav.  307  ;  s.  c.  26  L.  J.  Ch, 
663 ;  Shackle  v.  Baker,  14  Ves.  468. 

On  the  same  principles,  agreements  not  to  follow  a  business  in  a 
county,  Lange  v.  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  517  ;  see  Welhr  v.  Hersee,  10 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  431;  Bean  v.  Emerson,  102  Mass.  480;  or  in  a 
limited  territory :  Richardson  y.  Peacock,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  597  (1881); 
Avery  v.  Langford,  1  Kay  663  (1854)  ;  or  a  large  portion  thereof, 
Id. ;  or  oyer  a  certain  limited  route  oyer  which  the  yendor  was  in 
the  habit  of  conducting  his  business,  are  reasonable  and  yalid :  An- 
gier  y.  Webber,  14  Allen  211  (1867) ;  Bunlop  y.  Gregory,  10  N. 
Y.  241  (1851);  Ohappel  v.  Broekway,  21  Wend.  159  (1889); 
Areher  v.  Marsh,  6  Ad.  &  El.  959  (1837) ;  Leighton  v.  Wales,  3 
M;  4  W.  645  (1838);  Bavis  y.  Barney,  2  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  382 
(1830) ;  Fierce  v.  Fuller,  8  Maas.  223  (1811) ;  WestfaU  v.  Mapes, 
8  Grant  Cas.  (  Pa.)  198  (1855) ;  Homer  y.  Ashford,  8  Bing.  322 
(1825) ;  Boutelle  v.  Smith,  116  Mass.  Ill  (1874) ;  Emngy.John- 
m,  34  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  202  (1864) ;  Mumford  v.  Gething,  6 
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Jur.  (N.  S.)  428  ;  s.  c.  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  105 ;  8  W.  R.  187  ;  1  L. 
N.  S.  64 ;  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  305.  So  agreements  to  relinquish 
practice  of  a  profession  within  the  limits  of  a  town  :  Doty  v.  Marx 
32  Mich.  462  (1875) ;  Dvnght  v.  Eamilton,  113  Mass.  175  (187 
Mott  Y.  Mott,  11  Barb.  127  (1851) ;  Niver  v.  Bossman,  18  Ba 
60  (1853) ;  Ealdeman  v.  Simonton,  55  Iowa  144  (1880) ;  ( 
man  v.  Dwight^  13  Gray  (Mass.)  356  (1859);  Cook  v.  Johns 
47  Conn.  175  (1879);  Smalleyy.  Green,  52  Iowa  241  (187 
Zimmerman  v.  Deviny  17  W.  Rep.  230;  s.  c.  23  Am.  L.  B 
50  (1883),  note;  or  city,  Mallan  v.  May,  11  M.  &  W.  652  (184 
or  to  abstain  from  a  business  in  a  town,  Grundy  v.  Edwards,  7 
J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  368;  s.  c.  23  Am.  Dec.  409;  Pike  v.  Thomai 
Am.  Dec.  741;  Eeichew  v.  Eav  ilton,  3  G.  Green  (Iowa)  I 
(1852) ;  Gompers  v.  Bocheater,  56  Pa.  St.  194  (1869) ;  EoagU 
V.  Segur,  38  N.  J.  L.  230  (1876) ;  Whitfield  v.  Levy,  35  N.  J. 
149  (1871);  Roller  Co.  y.  Ott,  14  Kan.  609  (1875);  aark 
Crosby,  37  Vt.  188  (1864) ;  or  city,  Green  v.  Price,  13  M.  & 
695  (1845);  s.  o.  Pncey.  Green,  16  M.  &  W.  346  (1847) ;  Wi 
V.  Voyt,  3  La.  Ann.  16  (1848) ;  Viegas  v.  Forsbee,  9  Id.  2^ 
Muller  Y.  VeUel,  25  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  350  (1864);  Colmer 
Clarke,  Gas.  temp.  Hardwicke  135 ;  Beard  y.  Dennis,  6  Ind.  i 
(1855);  Goodman  y.  Eenderson,  58  Ga.  567  (1877);  Thomm 
Adair,  3  Ohio  St.  274  (1854) ;  Stewart  v.  Challacombe,  11  Bi 
well  App.  (Ills.)  379  (1882) ;  DaMn  v.  Williams,  11  Wend.  (N. 
67  (1833) ;  Pierce  v.  Woodward,  6  Pick.  206  (1828),  have  b 
enforced.  This  principle  is  applicable  to  all  kinds  of  occupati 
and  professions :  SmalUy  v.  Green,  52  Iowa  241 ;  Whittakei 
Eowe,  3  BeaY.  383,  393,  per  Ld.  Lanodale  ;  and  the  contrac 
valid  whether  made  by  parol  or  bond,  Thompson  v.  Means, 
Sm.  &  Mar.  (Miss.)  604  ;  Pierce  v.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  223  ;  Mite 
V.  Reynolds,  1  P.  Wms.  181;  Alger  y.  Thacher,  19  Pick.  51 ; 
with  an  alien :  Boussillon  v.  Boussillon,  L.  R.,  14  Ch.  Div.  3 
The  restraint  may  operate  upon  a  third  person :  Presbury 
Fieher,  18  Mo.  50 ;  GUman  v.  Dwight,  13  Gray  (Mass.)  356, 
it  may  begin  in  the  future  :  Butler  v.  Burleson,  16  Vt.  176  (187 
GrasBelli  v.  Lowden,  11  Ohio  St.  349,  and  the  damages  for  a  vi( 
tion  may  be  liquidated :  MiUer  v.  Elliott,  1  Ind.  484 ;  Duffy 
Shockey,  11  Ind.  71;  Eoagland  v.  Segur,  38  N.  J.  L.  230  ;  a 
like  general  restraints,  indefiniteness  as  to  time  does  not  affect  tb 
validity.  Jacoby  v.  Whitmore,  49  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  335 ;  Cook  v.  Joi 
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9on,  47  Conn.  175 ;  ffaitings  v.  Whitley^  2  Exch.  611 ;  Batvaer 
V.  Bliss,  7  Blackf.  344 ;  Ward  v.  Byrne,  5  M.  &  W.  648 ;  AUsopp 
V.  Wheatcroft,  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  69 ;  CaU  v.  TourUy  L.  R.,  4  Ch. 
App.  659 ;  Perkin  v.  Clay,  64  N.  H.  518. 

(e)  Presumptions. — Tb*'^  law  presumes  all  contracts  in  restraint 
of  trade  bad,  if  nothing  more  appears:  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds,  1  P. 
Wms.  181 ;  MalUm  v.  May,  11 M.  &  W.  668 ;  Chappel  v.  Brockway, 
21  Wend.  157 ;  Hoffman  v.  Brooks,  11 W.  L.  Bull  (0.)  258 ;  Bozer 
?.  Bliss,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.)  344;  Homer  v.  Graves,  7  Bing.  785 ; 
EeUogg  y.  Larkin,  3  Pinney*(Wi8.)  123;  8.  c.  3  Chandler  (Wis.) 
133;  Elves  v.  Crofts,  10  €.  B.  247 ;  W.  Va.  Tel  Co.  v.  Ohio 
K  P.  L.  Co.,  22  W.  Va.  600 ;  Pierce  v.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  223 
But  see  Hubbard  v.  Miller,  27  Mich.  15,  per  Christiancy,  J., 
and  whether  this  presumption  is  overcome  is  a  question  of  law : 
TaUis  V.  Tallis,  1  El.  &  Bl.  391 ;  Kellogg  v.  Larkin,  3  Pinney 
123;  Bowsen  v.  Bliss,  7  Blackf.  (I^d.)  344;  Lum  v.  67 
HI.  81.  If  the  petition  does  not  show  facts  sufficient  to  overcome 
this  presumption,  it  is  bad.  MetZger  v.  Cleveland,  8  Indiana  Law 
Magazine,  42,  44  ;  Lange  v.  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  519,  528. 

(f)  Consideration. — The  petition,  to  be  good,  must  not  only 
show  that  the  restraint  is  partial,  but  it  must  also  show  that  the 
contract  is  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  and  that  it  is 
reasonable  and  not  oppressive.  Thomas  v.  MiUs,  3  Ohio  St.  275 ; 
Brewer  v.  MarshaU,  4  Green  Ch.  537 ;  Wright  y.  Ryder,  36  Cal. 
357 ;  Holbrook  v.  Waters,  9  How.  Pr.  335 ;  JDunlop  v.  Gregory, 
10  N.  Y.  241 ;  Chappel  v.  Brockway,  21  Wend.  157 ;  Holmes  v. 
MaHin,  10  Ga.'503  ;  2  Pars,  on  Cont.  753;  Mitchells,  Reynolds, 

1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  724,  with  instructive  note ;  Lange  v.  Werk, 

2  Ohio  St.  528.  Some  cases  have  laid  down  the  rule  that  the  con- 
sideration must  be  adequate :  Homer  v.  Graves,  7  Bing.  735;  You7ig 
v.  Timmins,  Tyr.  226 ;  Long  v.  Towl,  "42  Mo.  545 ;  Miichel  v. 
Reynolds,  1  P.  Wms.  181 ;  but  the  weight  of  authority  is  against 
this  rule :  OoUins  v.  Locke,  L.  R.,  4  App.  Cas.  674  ;  Hitchcock  v. 
Coker,  6  Ad.  &  E.  439 ;  Dnffey  v.  Shockey,  11  Ind.  70 ;  Grassdliy. 
Louden,  11  Ohio  St.  349 ;  Archery.  Marsh,  6  A.  &  E.  959;  Gravely 
v.  Barnard,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  518 ;  LeigeUm  v.  Wales,  3  M.  &  W.  646 ; 
Ward  V.  Byrne,  6  Id.  548;  PUkington  v.  Scott,  15  Id.  657  ; 
McQurgs  Appeal,  58  Pa.  St.  51 ;  Price  v.  Green,  16  M.  &  W. 
346 ;  Lawrence  v.  Kidder,  10  Barb.  641 ;  Middleton  v.  Brown, 
Eng.  Ct.  App.,  47  L.  J.  N.  S.,  Ch.  Div.411 ;  Hvbhard  v,  MiOer,  27 
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Mich.  15  ;  ^nd  whether  the  consideration  is  adequate  or  not,  is 
question  which  the  court  will  not  examine.  If  the  contract  sho 
on  its  face  a  legal  consideration,  it  is  sufficient ;  but  whetli 
adequate  or  inadequate  to  the  restraint  imposed,  must  be  determin 
by  the  parties  themselves,  upon  their  own  view  of  the  circu 
stances  attending  the  particular  transaction ;  whereas,  if  it  w( 
otherwise,  it  would  be  the  court  and  not  the  parties  making  t 
contract :  Guerand  v.  Daitddet,  32  Md.  561.  It  has  been  stat 
that  the  reasonableness  of  the  consideration  is  a  question  of  la 
evidence  not  being  admissible  outside  of  the  contract,  therefc 
the  cause  of  the  consideration  must  be  disclosed.  2  Addison 
Cont.  741,  bottom  paging  and  note  (g). 

EuGENB  McQuillan. 

St.  LoaiS)  Mo. 


RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

Court  of  Appeal, 
JOSEPH  V,  LYONS. 

A  registered  bill  of  sale  of  personal  property  which  includes  stock  in  trade  tc 
afterwards  acquired  is,  as  to  such  stock  in  trade,  only  a  contract  to  assign  and 
vendee  takes  only  an  equitable  title.  Such  vendee  cannot  maintain  trcfver 
the  property  against  a  bona  fide  pledgee,  who  received  such  goods  from  the  ven 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business. 

In  the  absence  of  anything  to  lead  the  pledgee  to  believe  a  bill  of  sale  existed, 
is  not  chargeable  with  constructive  notice  by  reason  of  his  failure  to  inquire  if  tl 
was  such  a  registered  bill  of  sale. 

Appeal  of  the  defendant  from  the  judgment  of  Huddlestc 
B.,  at  trial,  in  an  action  to  recover  1712.  for  the  detinue  and  c< 
version  of  certain  jewelry  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  1 
of  sale. 

By  a  duly  registered  bill  of  sale,  dated  February  8d  1881, 
Manning,  by  way  of  security  for  certain  money  due  from  him  to  1 
plaintiff,  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  the  goodwill  and  interest  of  hi 
the  said  F.  Manning,  in  the  business  of  a  gold  and  silversmith,  c 
ried  on  by  him  at  a  certain  shop  in  Worcester,  and  also  all  the  sto< 
in-trade  in  or  about  or  belonging  to  the  premises,  and  also  all  t 
stock-in-trade  which  should  or  might  at  any  time  during  the  a 
tinuance-  of  the  security  be  brought  into  the  premises  or  be  appi 
priated  to  the  use  thereof,  either  in  addition  to,  or  in  substituti 
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for,  the  Btock-in-trade  then  being  thereon  or  belonging  thereto.  It 
was  provided  that  Manning  should  not,  whilst  in  possession,  remove 
the  chattels  from  the  premises  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  deed  also  contained  a  declaration  that  all  future  property  there- 
inbefore assigned  should  be  subject  to  the  security  thereby  made, 
and  the  powers,  covenants,  and  provisions  thereinbefore  contained, 
although  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  might  not  be  capable  of  pass- 
ing at  law  by  the  assignment  thereinbefore  contained. 

Manning  pledged  with  the  defendant,  a  pawnbroker  at  Birming-  , 
ham,  certain  jewelry  which  had  been  brought  on  to  the  business 
premises  as  stock-in-trade  after  the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale.  The 
defendant  received  the  pledge  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
and  without  actual  notice  of  the  bill  of  sale. 

At  the  trial  of  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  jewelry 
or  its  value  from  the  defendant,  Huddleston,  B.,  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  for  1712.,  to  be  reduced  to  one  shilling  on  the  goods 
being  returned  to  the  plaintiff.    The  defendant  appealed. 

Jelf,  Q.  C,  and  CZay,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  T.  Lawrence^  and  Darling,  for  the  respondent. 

Brett,  M.  R.,  after  stating  the  facts,  said — It  was  argued  for 
the  plaintiff  that  the  bill  of  sale  gave  him  the  legal  property  in  the 
after-acquired  goods  whenever  they  should  come  into  the  possession 
of  Manning  on  the  premises.  For  the  defendant  it  was  argued 
that  the  bill  of  sale  only  gave  the  plaintiff  an  equitable  property  in 
the  goods.  It  was  ingeniously  argued  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  bill 
of  sale  was  equivalent  at  law  to  a  contract  on  the  part  of  Manning 
that  when  any  goods  should  come  on  to  his  premises  for  his  business 
they  should  become  the  legal  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case 
was  likened  to  a  contract  of  purchase  and  sale  of  unspecific  goods, 
where  the  property  does  not  pass  at  the  moment  of  the  contract, 
bat  when  the  goods  are  appropriated.  Let  us  see  what  the  law  is. 
For  a  long  series  of  years,  where  a  bill  of  sale  has  assumed  to 
wsign  future  property  to  come  upon  the  premises  of  the  grantor, 
it  has  been  held  by  the  common-law  courts  that  that  assignment 
does  not  pass  the  legal  property  in  the  goods,  even  when  they  have 
come  on  to  the  premises.  The  courts  of  equity  have  always  held 
^st,  in  those  circumstances,  when  the  goods  have  come  upon  the 
premises,  the  interest  of  the  assignee  under  the  bill  of  sale  is  not  a 
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legal,  but  only  an  equitable,  interest.    Therefore  the  Ciae  is  dec 
by  authority*    The  interpretation  in  equity  was  that  the  docun 
was  considered  as  equivalent  to  a  contract  that,  when  the  g 
should  be  acquired,  then  there  should  be  an  equitable  propert 
therut    It  was  equivalent  to  a  contract.    They  said  that  it  wa 
be  supposed  that  the  parties  intended  that  there  should  be  & 
security,  and  that  the  court  should  say  that  it  was  an  equitable 
tract  that,  when  the  goods  should  come  into  possession,  there  sh 
be  an  equitable  property  in  them.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  kngi 
of  Jessel,  M.  R,,  in  CoUt/er  v.  J«aac#,  is  exceedingly  plain, 
that,  acoordiug  to  ordinary  interpretation,  it  meaus  what  I  ] 
stated.    He  says,  *^  The  creditor  had  a  mortgage  security  on  e: 
ing  chattels,  and  the  benefit  of  what  was^  in  form,  an  Bssignii 
of  noti-cxisting  chattels  which  might  be  afterwards  brought  ot 
the  premises.    That  assignment,  in  fact,  constituted  only  a 
tract  to  give  him  the  after-acquired  chattels,    A  man  canno 
equity,  any  more  than  at  law  — he  does  not  say  ^^make  a  com 
to,'*  but — "assign  what  has  no  existence.    Any  man  can 
tract  to  assign  property  which  is  to  come  into  existence  in 
future,  and,  when  it  has  come  into  existence,  equity,  treat in| 
done  that  which  ought  to  be  done,  fastens  upon  that  property^ 
the  contract  to  assign  thus  becomes  a  complete  assignment.** 
contract  is  the  governing  thing  there,  and  the  clear  meaning  is 
the  contract  becomes  a  complete  assigument  in  equity  and  no 
law. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  tl 
goods,  even  after  they  had  come  into  the  possession  of  Mann 
was  oidy  an  equitable  interest.  The  legal  interest — i.  the  1 
property — was  in  Manning,  Therefore  Manning,  having 
legal  property,  takes  that  property  which  at  common  law  is 
and  pledges  it  for  an  advance  of  money.  The  right  of  the  plet 
in  England  as  to  goods  which  are  the  legal  property  of  the  ple( 
ia  not  an  equitable,  but  a  legal  right  It  is  a  legal  right,  U 
enforced  by  legal  remedies.  Therefore,  the  title  of  the  defenc 
is  a  legal  right — that  of  the  plaiutiff  is  only  an  equitable  intei 
In  those  circumstances  the  plain tiflf  could  not  maintain  against 
defendant  the  legal  remedy  of  trover  and  detinue. 

It  wtis  suggested  that  the  defendant  was  not  to  be  consider! 
bona  fide  purchaser,  because,  if  he  had  inquired,  he  would  1 
learned  the  position  of  Manning.    That  is  a  far-fetched  argum 
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for  which  there  is  no  foundation.  There  was  another  point  made 
for  the  defendant.  It  was  said  that  Manning  was  an  agent  for  sale 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Factors  Acts.  The  answer  is  that  such 
an  agent  is  one  who  is  selling  for  a  principal ;  but,  according  to  the 
drcumstances  of  this  case,  Manning  was  to  sell  for  himself,  and  not 
for  a  principal.  The  plaintiff  fails  here  because  the  defendant,  as 
against  him,  has  a  superior  right. 

Cotton,  L.  J. — In  this  case  the  action  was  to  recover  certain 
jewelry  which  had  been  pledged  by  one  Manning  to  the  defendant. 
At  the  time  of  the  pledge  Manning  had  granted  to  the  plaintiff  a 
bill  of  sale,  which  comprised,  not  only  the  stock-in-trade  then  be- 
longing to  Manning,  but  also  all  stock-in-trade  which  should  be  after- 
wards acquired  by  him.  The  only  question  is  as  regards  stock 
which  was  not  then  the  property  of  Manning,  but  was  afterwards 
acquired  by  him,  and  brought  to  his  shop.  The  first  question  is 
whether,  by  virtue  of  that  bill  of  sale,  the  plaintiff  acquired  any 
legal  property  in  that  after-acquired  stock-in-trade.  The  case  of 
Solroyd  v.  Marshall^  10  H.  L.  Cas.  191,  decided  (though  with 
considerable  doubt  among  those  members  of  the  House  of  Lords 
who  had  been  trained  in  the  common-law  courts)  that  in  equity, 
when  there  was  an  assignment  for  value  of  property  not  then 
beloDging  to  the  assignor,  there  was  an  implied  obligation  on  his 
part  to  convey  the  property  when  it  was  suflSciently  identified. 
Then,  as  equity  considers  that  what  a  man  has  bound  himself  to 
do  must  be  considered  as  effectual  as  if  it  has  been  done,  there  is, 
therefore,  in  equity  an  assignment  of  the  after-acquired  property. 
Bat  it  was  there  laid  down  in  terms  that  in  law  such  an  assign- 
ment would  be  of  no  effect,  the  doctrine  of  the  common-law  courts 
being  that  an  assignment  of  property  not  in  existence  is  null 
and  void,  but  that  in  equity  such  an  assignment,  if  for  value,  was  a 
good  equitable  assignment.  That  was  not  only  recognised  in 
Solroyd  V.  Marshall,  but  also  in  Lunn  v.  Thornton,  1  C.  B.  379, 
which  was  very  like  the  present  case,  as  an  assignment  of  future 
property.  The  Judicature  Act  has  not  swept  away  such  distinc- 
tions. It  has  often  to  be  said  that  the  primary  object  of  the  act 
was  to  enable  all  courts  to  recognise  all  rights  whether  legal  or 
^oitable,  and  not  to  treat  legal  and  equitable  rights  as  the  same, 
that  though  at  law  equitable  rights  ought  to  be  effectual,  yet 
effect  should  be  given  to  legal  rights  where  they  were  to  pre- 
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vail  Bj  section  25  (11),  "Generally,  in  all  matters  not  htjre 
fore  particalarljf  mentioned,  in  which  there  is  my  conflict  or 
aoce  between  the  rules  of  equity  and  the  rules  of  the  commoi 
with  reference  to  the  same  matter,  the  rules  of  equity  shall  prei 
To  see  the  effect  of  that  the  previous  parts  of  the  section  ma 
looked  at*  But  it  is  merely  necessary  here  to  look  at  Bub-sc 
10,  which  saySt  In  questions  relating  to  the  custody  and  e< 
lion  of  infants  the  rules  of  equity  ehall  prevail."  In  my  op 
sub-tjection  11  was  not  intended  to  alter  the  effect  in  law  of  9 
signment  as  it  previously  stood,  but  simply  to  say  that  the  c 
in  administering  rights  in  law  and  equity  should  adopt  the  ru 
equity^  and  not  to  say  that  an  assignment  previously  inoperat 
common  law  should  be  considered  to  bo  operative,  I  re-stati 
though  I  have  already  stated  it,  perhaps  in  other  wordSj  in  < 
ents  V.  3IattheW8,  11  Q,  B.  Div,  808.  That  being  so,  this 
purporting  to  assign  after-acquired  property,  in  my  opinion, 
the  assignee  only  an  equitable  title  in  such  property^  But 
said  that  there  may  be  a  contract  that,  on  certain  things  1 
donCf  the  property  when  selected  should  become  the  propert 
the  assignee.  But  the  contract  here  is  a  contract  which  pur 
to  do  that  which  the  common  law  saya  cannot  be  done,  am 
common  law,  not  adopting  the  principles  of  equity,  says  tl 
shall  be  void. 

That  being  so^  the  conclusion  is  that,  as  regards  the  parti 
chattels  in  question,  the  plaintiff  has  only  an  equitable  title, 
legal  title  remained  in  Manning  subject  to  hia  contract  wit 
plaintiff.  Equity  does  not  deprive  a  person  of  tlie  benefit 
legal  title  unless  there  is  some  equity  against  it,  and  he  has  i 
of  the  existence  of  a  prior  equity*  The  question  is  whether  i 
be  shown  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  equitable  right  ( 
plaintiff.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  lead  to  that  co 
aion.  All  that  could  be  said  was  that  here  was  a  man  pledgii 
stock-in-trade  and  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  inquired  wh 
there  was  a  bill  of  sale.  In  my  opinion  that  was  not  right.  If 
had  been  anything  to  lead  a  reasonable  man  to  suppose  that 
was  a  bill  of  sale,  then,  if  he  had  not  made  the  usual  eearc 
would  suffer  accordingly.  To  accede  to  the  argument  would 
carry  the  doctrine  of  constructive  notice  to  an  absurd  extei 
shall  not  extend  that  doctrine,  which  I  think  has  gone  far  eni 
if  not  too  far.    There  was  nothing  here  to  lead  the  defends 
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suspect  that  there  was  a  bill  of  sale  protecting  these  chattels.  The 
appeal,  therefore,  must  succeed.  Possibly  a  distinction  must  be 
drawn  between  a  legal  and  an  equitable  title,  but  Huddlkston,  B., 
relied  upon  the  case  of  Lazarus  v.  Andrade^  5  G.  P.  D.  318, 
before  Lopes,  J.  That  decision  was  right,  because  the  question 
there  was  between  an  execution  creditor  and  the  person  entitled 
to  the  equitable  interest  in  the  property,  and  an  execution  creditor 
does  not  stand  in  the  same  position  as  the  defendant  here.  But 
Lopes,  J.,  did  refer  to  the  Judicature  Acts  as  giving  a  legal 
effect  to  assignments  which  are  only  available  in  equity.  Therefore, 
80  far  as  Huddleston,  B.,  relied  upon  an  expression  of  opinion 
by  Lopes,  J.,  our  decision  shows  that  that  expression  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  law. 

LiNDLBY,  L.  J. — I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plaintiff 
must  establish  either — first,  that  the  legal  title  was  in  himself,  or, 
secondly,  that  he  had  an  equitable  title  in  the  goods,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  notice  of  it  when  he  acquired  the  goods.  As  to  the 
first  point,  I  confess  that  I  cannot  see  how  it  has  been  made  out 
consistently  with  the  authorities.  The  clause  at  the  end  of  the 
deed  shows  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  he  had  not  got  a  legal  title. 
The  operation  of  the  deed  was  to  transfer  the  legal  property  in  the 
existing  stock-in-trade,  but  an  equitable  title  in  that  to  be  acquired 
afterwards.  The  plaintiff  has  an  equitable  title,  and  he  can  only 
deprive  the  defendant  of  his  title  by  showing  that  the  defendant  had 
prior  notice  of  the  equitable  title.  The  doctrine  of  constructive 
notice  has  not  been  carried  so  far  as  was  suggested.  It  appears  to 
me  that  our  conclusion  must  be  that  the  appeal  must  be  allowed, 
and  that  judgment  must  be  entered  for  the  defendant  with  costs. 

Appeal  allowed. 


The  American  law  is  quite  well  set- 
tled, in  accord  with  Joseph  y.  Lyons ^  that 
t  btU  of  sale  or  mortgage,  cannot,  of 
itBelf,  and  without  any  new  act  of  appro- 
priation or  ratification  by  either  party, 
operate  to  transfer  the  legal  title  of  per- 
sonal property  not  then  owned  by  the 
gi^Qtor,  and  in  which  he  then  has  no  ac- 
tual or '« potential"  interest,  even  though 
its  fntnre  acquisition  be  then  contemplated 
parties  ;  Jones  r.  Richardson,  10 
^t.  4S]  (a  very  important  case  on  this 


point)  ;  Low  Pew,  108  Mass.  847  ; 
Cbdman  v.  Freeman,  3  Cush.  306  ;  Ches- 
ley  T.  Josselyn,  7  Gray  489  ;  Head  y. 
Goodwin,  37  Me.  181  ;  Griffith  y.  Doug- 
lass,  73  Id.  582  ;  Chapin  y.  Cram,  40 
Id.  561  ;  Pierce  y.  Emery,  32  N.  H. 
505  ;  Ctfok  y.  Corthell,  11  I.  482; 
Williams  y.  Briggs,  1 1  Id.  476  ;  Otis  v. 
Sill,  8  Barb.  102  ;  Farmers*  Loan  Co, 
y.  Long  Beach  Impr*  Co,,  27  Hun  89  ; 
Gardner  y.  McEwen,  19  N.  Y.  123; 
Looker  y.  Peckwell,  38  N.  J.  Law  253 ; 
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Ii0se  Bemn,  10  Md,  4fi6 ;  WUsm 
R7/*tfN,  fl7  Id,  I  ;  Cheapman  Wfimer^ 
4  Ohio  St*  481  ;  Cotwtmk  v.  ScqUa,  1 
Wj3.  159  ;  Hunter  v,  Bamorih^  4:1  Id. 
S&3  ;  Utmt  v.  Bulhck,  23  111.  320  ;  Pui^ 
T.  Gmngt^  96  Id*  dGt  ;  aad  many  otitier 

And  this  seems  to  be  so  c^rcn  tbou^K 
EUcU  bill  of  or  mortgage  specificallj' 
de5{*rlb*8  tlio  property  intended  to  be 
SQbsequentlj  acquired  ;  for  the  reason  Is 
wiually  Tfllid  that  a  person  cannot  con- 
Tej  what  he  doca  not  then  own,  whether 
ipecilied  or  not ;  and  n  is  qnite  generally 
agreed  that  hia  efforts  to  do  so  hy  ex* 
presijly  stating  in  hU  hill  of  sak  or  mort- 
gage  that  tlie  same  shall  jipply  lo  ond 
include  aftcr-wcquirod  property,  cither  in 
addition  to  or  suhstitudon  for  that  whicb 
is  owned  ut  the  time,  is  entirely  ineffect- 
tml  Lti  a  i^'mrt  of  law  :  Mood^  t,  Wti^ht^ 
13  Mel.  17  ;  Barnard  \,  Eaton,  2  Ciish. 
294  ;  Ctxlmmi  v.  fVeeffifin^  3  Id.  306  I 
Gnjith  V.  Ihmjia^n^  7.1  Me.  532  ;  Ham- 
ilton T.  Botjers^  fi  Md.  301  ;  Wrighi  J, 
Birckerj  b  Mo.  A  pp.  322;  fitrker 
J(1cob3^  14  So.  C.  112  ;  and  sotne  otlier 
eases. 

And  mmt  courts  apply  this  rute  not 
only  in  favor  of  stibscquent  imnocent 
pnrchttscra  or  mortgagees  from  the  tnme 
grantor  after  he  has  acqnired  the  a<ldi- 
tional  property^  hut  also  to  his  attaching 
ercditora  who  have  duly  taken  tlie  same 
by  legal  process  against  the  grantor, 
after  the  goods  have  corae  into  hi$  owner- 
ship and  pos»?Bsion. 

In  some  courts  a  second  mortgagee  or 
purchaeerf  with  actual  notice  of  a  prior 
mortgage  or  bill  of  sale  purporting  to 
convey  the  after-ftc<juired  property  in- 
cluded in  such  second  conveyance ^  is 
held  to  be  aiTected  by  guch  notice,  and 
not  to  take  a  j2:ood  title  as  apftinst  the 
first :  Amerimn  Ci^f^r  Co*  v*  Fmf^r^  36 
Mieh.  ^68  [  Rfjh^mi  v»  Mkhhjan  Cfmtral 
Rnilroad^  37  Id.  70;  McGe^r,  I^trr^ 
37  Tex*  2?  [  and  some  othen. 

But  the  more  regifltry  of  a  prior  mort- 
as  held  in  ttke  priucipal  co^ei  bos 


been  held  not  to  affect  a  mbfieqi 
mortgagee  I  in  good  faith  with  coost 
tive  notice  of  the  prinr  mortgage  :  J 
V.  Ridutnhofi,  10  Met,  493;  S^- 
Phtlps,  £0  Wis*  ms  Movr^  v.  i 
21  Id,  417  :  and  tt  is  not  ea&y  i 
why  actual  knowledge  of  a  prior  n 
gage  I  invRlid  as  to  third  peraona,  so  ti 
it  appliea  to  unowned  properly, 
change  a  rule  of  law  and  make  it  1 
against  a  suhseqtient  mortgagee  or  c 
itor  who  takes  it  from  ihe  posee^fiat 
the  owner  before  any  act  of  approj 
tion  of  it  under  the  former  uiort(t;aj?e 
But  this  rule  attain st  a  TaUd  ^ 
mortgage  of  property  not  then  ownc 
the  mortgagor  or  vendor,  does  not 
vail,  even  at  law^  in  two  dmBQS  of  ci 
One  is  wberei  after  the  acsquiaitioi 
Bucb  included  fnture  property,  some  i 
cient  act  of  appropriation  thereof 
taken  plaee  betweeti  the  vendor  and 
dee,  or  mortgagor  and  mortguj^ree, 
fore  the  rights  of  any  third  person 
attached,  in  such  cases,  the  first  tiwi 
be^mea  complete  and  valid.  Thus, 
mort^^e  expressly  includes  properti 
then  owned  but  expected  to  be  aeqwi 
and  after  snch  aeqnisition  the  mortg 
actually  deliver  the  same  into  the  po 
lion  of  the  mortgagee,  or  if  the  la 
more  especially  under  a  clause  in  thr  > 
^u^e  aHthttrisin^  has  seized  and 
rually  taken  pomssion  of  the  ^ 
liefore  any  suhseqoent  mortgage, 
attachment,  or  seizure  on  execution 
been  made,  the  party  claiming  n 
this  latter  title  can  not  object  te 
original  invalidity  of  the  first  mortj; 
but  the  Brst  title  will  become  perfw 
leaat  from  and  after  the  lime  of  such 
appropriation  :  Bac.  Max.  Reg. 
Con^eveY.  Evetts^  10  Exck  298}  . 
V.  Haifle^,  5  KL  &  Bl  830  ;  Cm 
AUait,  3  H.  fi^  N.  964 ;  Rfmhy  t.  . 
11  Met.  333  ;  Cock  v.  CorihEll^  11  : 
4S2;  Moody  V.  Wright,  13  Met. 
Brown  V.  WM^  20  Ohio  3«9 ;  7Vf 
Mab^e,  2S  IlL  257  ;  CH^mntih  v.  Trj 
10  Wis*  397  ;  Booker  t.  Jmei,  &5 
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S66;  CAoMY.  Dttmy^  130  Mass.  566; 
tnd  many  other  cases. 

The  other  class  of  cases  is  where  one 
hu  st  the  time  of  his  sale  or  mortgage, 
s  potential,  inchoate,  or  embryo  interest 
is  the  property  mentioned,  which  subse- 
quently ripens  into  a  complete  and  per- 
fect interest ;  and  then  the  title  rests  in 
the  first  grantee  as  against  third  persons, 
eren  thoogfa  the  property  has  much 
changed  or  developed,  and  increased  in 
Tsloe  since  the  first  sale  or  mortgage 
thereof.  This  is  familiar  law  since  the 
days  of  Chief  Justice  Hobart  :  Gran- 
thimi.  Htndey,  Hob.  132.  Therefore, 
the  owner  of  sheep  may  sell  the  next 
year's  growth  of  wool ;  or  of  a  herd  of 
cows  the  next  season's  milk,  or  but- 
ter ;  the  owner  or  lessee  of  land,  the 
fumre  artificial  crops,  &c. :  Cayce  y.  Sto- 
vaU,  50  Miss.  396  ;  White  y.  TTumuu,  52 
Id.  49  ;  Tkrask  y.  Bennett,  57  Ala.  i56  ; 
Steams T.  Gafford,  56  Id.  544  ;  Jones  y. 
Wibster,  48  Id.  109 ;  BuUer  v.  Hitt^ 
1  Baxter  (Tenn.)  375 ;  Stephens  y. 
1\ider,  55  Ga.  543 ;  s.  c.  58,  Id.  391 ; 
Cook  Y.  Sted,  42  Tex.  53 ;  McGe€  y. 
Flizer,  37  Id.  27  ;  Afoore  y.  Bynm,  10 
So.  C.  452 ;  and  many  others. 

This  last  is  more  obvious  where  the 
crop  has  been  in  fact  planted  when  the 
mortgage  or  sale  thereof  is  made;  as 
in  Cctten  r.  WtUoughbyy  83  N.  C.  75  ; 
hat  many  courts  hold  this  not  essential, 


and  declare  that  if  the  mortgagor  owns 
or  has  a  lease  of  the  land  on  which  the 
crop  is  to  be  raised,  he  may  by  apt  terms 
make  a  valid  mortgage  of  an  unplanted 
crop  therefrom:  Arques  v.  Waum,  51 
Cal.  620  ;  Van  Hoozer  y.  Cory,  34  Barb. 
12;  Conderman  y.' Smith,  41  Id.  404; 
Watkins  Y.  WyaU,  9  Baxt.  250.  Tliongh 
in  the  absence  of  statute  this  extension 
of  the  law  of  potential  existence  is  not 
everywhere  approved.  See  Tomlinson 
Y.  6reer\field,  31  Ark.  557  ;  Uutchinton 
Y.  Ford,  9  Bush  318  ;  Redd  v.  Burrut^ 
58  Geo.  574. 

But  notwithstanding  the  substantial 
uniformity  of  the  decisions  as  to  the  gen- 
eral rule  involved,  in  the  principal  case, 
and  when  only  the  legal  title  is  in- 
Yolved,  as  between  successive  purchasers 
or  mortgagees,  yet  there  is  a  class  of  cases 
following  Holroyd  v.  Marshall,  in  which 
in  a  court  of  equity  the  rights  of  the  first 
mortgagee  or  grantee  will  be  protected, 
as  against  certain  parties  claiming  the 
same  after-acquired  property  by  a  suc- 
ceeding conveyance  from  the  same 
grantor:  Mitchell  y.  Winslow,  2  Story 
644 ;  Beale  v.  White,  94  U.  S.  382 ; 
Brett  Y,  Carter,  2  Low.  458  ;  McCaffrey 
Y.  Woodin,  65  N.  Y.  459.  But  even  this 
is  not  uniformly  assented  to. 

Edhunp  H.  Bennett. 

Boston,  April  1st  1885. 
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Supreme  Court  of  Michigan. 

BOYD  V.  CONKLIN. 

A  mnd  landowner  has  no  right  to  put  up  such  artificial  barriers  as  will  flood  his 
neighbor's  land  with  surface  water,  that  would  otherwise  escape  over  his  own,  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  reclaiming  the  bed  of  a  pond  that  had  always  been  on  his  pre- 
and  of  getting  rid  of  the  inflow. 
The  maxim  "  Sic  tUere  tuo  aliemm  non  lesdas  "  applied. 
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Error  to  Lenawee. 

A.  L.  Millard  and  Bean  ^  Underwood^  for  plaintiff. 
Merritt  ^  Wooden  and  (7.  A.  Stacy ^  for  defendants. 

Campbell,  J. — Boyd  sued  defendants  for  removing  part  c 
dam  which  he  had  built  across  the  outlet  which  drained  an  adj* 
ing  highway  and  higher  lands  adjacent.  Lorenzo  D.  Dewey  ow 
a  farm  running  north  of  the  highway  about  half  a  mile,  ar 
swale  ran  through  this  land  from  north  to  south,  which  crossed 
road  through  a  culvert,  from  which  the  water  flowed  across  Bo; 
farm  to  a  pond  on  his  land  which  has  no  surface  outlet, 
swale  is  crossed  by  an  old  beaver  dam  near  its  north  end,  ai 
creek  called  Evans's  creek,  a  little  to  the  north  of  it,  someti 
overflows,  so  that  the  water  runs  over  this  beaver  dam  into 
swale.  The  swale  carries  down  all  the  surface  water  on  Dew 
land,  and  there  was  testimony  tending  to  show  that  it  was  pa 
fed  by  springs,  although  this  was  disputed.  Both  farms 
inclosed  by  a  ridge,  which  prevents  any  water  passing  i 
Dewey's  land  from  escaping  except  /through  the  swale  and  into 
pond,  and  there  is  no  other  way  of  draining  the  highway.  The 
is  clay,  except  to  the  south  and  east  of  the  pond,  where  it  is  gntv 
and  where  there  is  some  escape  of  water  by  percolation,  and 
sibly  by  a  subterranean  outlet. 

Both  farms  seem  to  have  been  in  private  hands  for  above 
years.  The  road  appears,  by  the  testimony,  to  be  the  La  Plaisj 
Bay  Turnpike,  which  was,  as  we  are  judicially  informed  by  pi 
statute,  laid  out  in  1832,  and  built  by  the  United  States  gov 
ment,  and  subsequently  became  subject  to  state  authority,  an 
now  in  charge  of  the  ordinary  town  authorities.  Just  north  of 
road  (which  runs  east  and  west  on  the  section  line  between  sect 
32  and  29,  in  township  5  S.,  of  range  4  E.)  the  swale  wideni 
Dewey's  land  into  a  small  pond.  The  pond  on  Boyd's  Ian 
never  dry,  and  before  he  built  the  dam  contained  usually  from 
8  acres,  of  which  a  space  of  several  acres  became  dried  by  me 
of  the  exclusion  of  the  water  which  came  down  from  the  la 
above,  which  had  no  other  escape.  The  dam  was  a  solid  struci 
12  feet  thick  at  the  base  and  7  feet  in  the  top,  about  a  hunc 
paces  long,  and  higher  than  the  highest  part  of  the  culvert 
highway.    Its  effect  was  to  submerge  the  road,  and  also  to  th 
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the  water  all  back  over  the  highway  and  upon  Dewey,  where  it 
had  no  escape  but  by  evaporation. 

Boyd  purchased  the  farm,  which  contains  a  little  over  90  acres, 
in  1872,  at  which  time  there  was  no  obstruction  to  the  flowage. 
He  first  built  the  dam  in  1877,  and  it  was  removed,  so  as  to  give 
room  for  the  water,  in  1878  by  the  highway  commissioner.  Being 
rebuilt,  it  was  removed  in  1879  by  defendants,  under  the  direction 
of  the  local  authorities :  Conklin  himself  being  commissioner,  and 
acting  in  pursuance  of  their  instructions.  The  case,  as  it  is  now 
before  us,  presents  no  complications.  The  dam  was  built  for  the 
sole  and  express  purpose  of  shutting  out  the  water,  which  had  its 
only  outlet  through  the  swalo  and  over  Boyd's  land,  and  this  was 
its  original  and  natural  outlet.  It  was  not  artificial,  but  had  always 
existed  since  the  country  was  known;  and  the  existence  of  a 
beaver  dam  makes  it  not  unlikely  that  it  was  once  a  running 
stream.  Whether  its  waters  are,  to  any  extent,  from  spring  or 
not,  they  include  the  whole  surface  drainage,  and  are  not  confined 
to  passing  storms.  There  is  some  testimony  of  occasional  attempts 
by  the  lower  owners  to  obstruct  the  water,  but  no  evidence  of 
acquiescence,  and  very  little,  if  any,  of  submission  by  the  highway 
anthorities  to  such  obstructions. 

If  this  had  been  an  artificial  drainage,  the  long  existence  of  the 
road,  which  could  not  be  kept  in  repair  without  drainage,  and 
the  undisputed  fact  that  a  regular  culvert  has  existed  at  least  since 
1845,  and  that  no  other  drainage  was  possible,  would,  in  our 
opinion,  put  plaintiff*  to  very  strong  proof  to  overthrow  the  pre- 
sumption of  right.  The  court  below  gave  plaintiff*  the  benefit  of 
that  analogy,  and,  going  very  far  in  the  endeavor  to  avoid  giving 
occasion  for  cavil,  limited  defendant's  justification  to  a  substantially 
uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  the  drainage  for  twenty  years,  without 
substantial  objection  to  the  public  or  highway  authorities.  But 
plaintiff  insists  that  his  right  to  intercept  surface  water  cannot  be 
cut  off  in  that  way,  and  that,  except  in  case  of  living  waters  in  a 
defined  and  regular  channel,  there  is  no  such  obstacle,  or  none 
without  such  an  undisputed  prescriptive  right  as  would  be  equiva- 
lent to  a  grant. 

On  the  argument  the  whole  subject  was  discussed  with  much 
ability.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  consider  any  more  of  the 
legal  theories  than  such  as  have  some  application  on  the  facts. 
The  real  question  here  was  whether  one  land-owner  can,  at  his 
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pleasure,  erect  such  barriers  as  will  flood  his  iieighbor'i  Und 
waler  that  otberwi&e  would  escape  over  liis  own,  in  order  to  ] 
ally  or  wholly  reclaiiu  the  bed  of  a  pond  which  baa  always  e^ 
there»  and  gat  rid  of  the  inflow*  In  its  natural  condition  ne 
the  highway  nor  the  upper  lands  would  be  drowned.  The  > 
of  the  dam  ie  to  cover  portions  of  them  with  water  that  c: 
escape. 

It  was  urged  strenuously  on  plain tiffB  behalf  that  there 
radical  difference  between  the  common  and  the  civil  law  upo 
subject  of  the  relations  of  upper  and  lower  estates  as  to  ^ 
eusements  and  servitudes,  and  that  at  common  law  the  latter 
no  service  to  the  former  in  regard  to  the  flow  of  surface  water, 
we  are  not  expected,  officially,  to  be  experts  in  the  civil  lai 
shall  not  attempt  to  discuss  that  department  of  jurisprudence 
separate  subject.  But  it  so  happens  that  from  the  time  of  Bn 
down  attention  has  been  frequently  called  by  the  commoi 
courts  to  the  fact  that  the  whole  subject  of  rights  in  watei 
been  defined  by  the  civil  law  writers  in  terms  which  substaui 
agree  with  the  recognised  rules  of  the  common  law,  and  that 
agree  very  closely,  not  necessarily  because  one  has  been  borr 
from  the  other,  but  rather  because  both  are  naturally  drawn 
the  general  usages  and  necessities  of  mankind* 

All  of  the  considerations  which  belong  to  the  present 
depend  on  the  reciprocal  action  on  both  upper  and  lower 
prietors  of  the  maxim  that  every  man,  in  the  use  of  his  own 
perfcy^  must  avoid  injuring  his  neighbor's  property  as  far  as  posi 
And  while  the  cases  cited  on  the  hearing  show  that  courts 
sometimes  indulged  in  sweeping  language  that,  taken  lodepende 
would  lead  to  remarkable  results,  the  facts  on  which  the  appan 
conflicting  rulings  rest  greatly  narrow  their  substantial  rqjugn; 
There  are,  it  must  be  admitted,  decisions  that  cannot  possibi 
harmonized ;  but  their  number  and  their  force  do  not  equal 
apparent  importance.  And  there  is  no  subject  on  which 
usages  have  had  so  much  weight  in  shaping  the  local  common 
as  the  incidents  of  real  estate.  There  are  parts  of  the  U 
where  the  land  laws  have  always  differed  from  the  eoramon  la 
other  states,  while  the  law  relating  to  water  has  been  laid  dow 
a  large  part  of  the  United  States,  in  a  uniform  manner,  wit 
reference  to  their  ancient  condition  as  French,  Spanish  or  Eiij 
colonies.     The  civiMaw  definitions,  or  what  are  supposed  t 
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snch,  are  quoted  as  often  under  the  one  class  of  antecedents  as 
under  the  other. 

The  chief  dffierences  pointed  out  on  the  argument  as  important 
m  weighing  decisions  as  furnishing  precedents,  related  to  distinc- 
tions between  living  streams  in  a  natural  flow  and  water  of  a 
different  character  in  artificial  escapes  or  in  surface  descents — to 
distinctions  between  urban  and  rural  servitudes — and  to  the  pur- 
poses for  which  dams  or  other  interruptions  are  made.  It  is  not 
disputed  that  perennial  flowing  streams  of  living  water  impose 
similar  duties,  and  confer  similar  rights  on  all  riparian  proprietors 
under  all  systems  of  jurisprudence.  It  is  not  disputed  that  under 
what  is  claimed  to  have  been  the  civil-law  rule,  the  rural  proprietor 
of  lower  lands  was  required  to  receive  the  water  flow  of  surface 
water  from  the  upper  lands  coming  in  substantially  its  natural 
amount  and  condition.  Beyond  this  we  cannot  harmonize  much 
of  the  contention  of  counsel,  and  must  dispose  of  the  case  as  it 
appears  to  us.  A  number  of  the  most  striking  cases  cited  by  plain- 
tiff's counsel  in  support  of  his  appeal,  as  laying  down  the  broadest 
doctrine,  and  as  relied  upon  in  a  good  share  of  his  other  citations, 
were  cases  where  the  lands  were  in  towns  and  cities,  and  the  erec- 
tions or  acts  in  litigation  referred  to  the  uses  of  that  clnss  of 
property.  And  in  relying  on  these  it  was  claimed  that  there  was 
DO  substantial  foundation  for  any  distinction  between  urban  and 
rural  property. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  such  a  distinction  is  recognised  in 
the  civil-law  authorities  referred  to  on  the  argument,  as  well  as 
in  several  of  the  cases  cited.  The  distinction  is  one  of  substance, 
and  not  arbitrary.  As  already  suggested,  the  adjoining  owners 
owe  mutual  duties — the  one  to  receive  the  natural  flow,  and  the 
other  not  to  injuriously  change  its  conditions.  It  is  obvious  that 
the  laying  out  of  town  streets  and  the  multiplication  of  buildings « 
cannot  avoid  making  serious  changes  in  the  surface  of  the  ground 
and  in  the  condition  of  surface  water.  Grades  must  usually  be 
established  for  streets  and  sidewalks  and  pavements,  and  other  sur- 
face changes  are  usual,  in  addition  to  the  walls  of  buildings,  which, 
with  their  embankments,  must  obstruct  or  change  the  drainage.  It 
i%  almost  universally  expected  and  provided  that  sewerage  and 
drainage  shall  be  regulated  by  some  municipal  standard.  There 
^^iiot  be  towns  without  changing  the  face  of  the  land  materially. 
And  yrheTB  the  same  rule  has  been  applied  to  towns  as  to  the  coun- 
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trj,  it  hm,  in  some  cases,  at  least,  been  dotie  e^presaly  becav 
the  circdmstunces  of  the  record  the  particular  land  in  questioi 
remained  under  raral  conditions,  If,  m  seems  to  he  true* 
decisions  ignore  the  diatinction,  thej  depart  from  the  old  rule 
cannot  be  maintained  as  harmonious  wiih  the  general  lir 
authority,  unless  on  epeciul  facts  which  do  not  justify  their  ^ 
dicta. 

The  Massachusetts  cases  lay  down  so  broadly  the  right  c 
lower  proprietor  to  cut  off  the  water  flowing  down  on  him 
whatever  distinction  may  be  found  in  their  facts,  the  coun 
deiidy  meant  to  disregard  them.  The  Wisconsin  cases  perha 
about  as  far,  and  the  Indiana  rule  is  stated  in  similar  terms 
can  hardly  be  said  that  there  is  any  fixed  New  York  rule  ^ 
wouhl  apply  to  such  a  case  as  the  present*  In  the  case  of  Ba 
V  Wilcox^  86  N.  Y.  140,  where  the  interference  with  the 
was  by  building  and  hanking  up  a  houae  near  a  street,  the  faci 
not  call  for  any  very  general  discussion,  and  the  court,  while  ex] 
ing  a  preference  for  the  views  of  the  Massachuaetts  courts  on 
rule  in  Pennsylvania  and  other  states  to  the  contrary,  saw  the  i 
sity  of  caution  in  adopting  those  views  too  universally,  and  le 
door  open  to  deal  with  cases  like  this  on  their  own  footing, 
Bowhhy  v.  Speer^  2  Yroom  (N.  J.)  351,  the  facts  and  the  de< 
were  like  those  in  Barkk^  Wibo^,  but  can  hardly  be  sa 
disturb  the  earlier  case  of  Earl  De  Hart,  1  BeasL  280,  ^ 
the  civil-law  principle  was  treated  aa  in  some  casea  furnish: 
proper  rule  for  town  property  which  was  not  so  situated  aa  to  re 
a  different  treatment. 

Mr.  Washburn,  in  his  treatise  on  Easements,  p.  355,  jndi 
that  the  Massachusetts  rule  is  not  sustained  by  the  weight  of  A 
can  authority,  and  that  the  rule  known  as  the  civil-law  ruh 
been  more  generally  accepted.    He  cites  moat  of  the  autbo 
brought  to  our  attention  on  the  argument,  and  they  unquestioi 
sustain  the  existence  of  duties  between  the  respective  landown* 
do  no  harm  to  each  other  against  the  nattiral  servitude*  Mu( 
the  discussion  found  in  the  cases  referred  to  turns,  not  on  the 
of  the  upper  owner  to  have  egress  for  his  water,  but  upon 
right  of  the  lower  owner  to  have  the  water  come  down, 
the  present  case,  Boyd  does  not  seem  to  desire  this  supply- 
it  ia  quite  supposable  that,  if  this  pond  were  not  entirely  or 
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premises,  it  might  be  of  some  importance  to  the  neighboring  land 
that  it  should  not  be  diminished  or  destroyed. 

It  is  not  necessary  on  this  record  to  determine  how  far  defend- 
ants coald  themselves  have  shut  off  the  supply,  because  it  is  evidently 
not  for  their  interest  to  do  so.  But  there  is  np  lack  of  cases  which 
hold  that  rights  may  exist  in  a  flow  of  water  which  is  not  a  natural 
ilTing  stream.  And  while  here,  as  in  other  cases,  the  rights  of 
parties  must  depend  somewhat  on  the  circumstances  and  surround- 
ings, the  general  principle  underlying  all  the  cases  is  that  the 
upper  and  lower  owners  must  respect  any  valuable  rights  which 
accrue  to  either  from  the  position  of  their  lands.  The  narrow  defi- 
nition of  water-courses  as  natural  living  streams,  which  appears  in 
a  few  cases  in  the  United  States,  is  not  an  ancient  or  universal 
definition.  On  the  contrary,  water  running  in  a  natural  or  arti- 
ficial bed  is  very  frequently,  if  not  generally,  so  regarded.  But 
names  are  of  small  importance,  inasmuch  as  the  only  consideration 
that  need  be  looked  at  is  the  character  and  surroundings  of  the 
flowage.  The  following  authorities  recognise  valuable  rights  in 
water,  and  some  of  them  are  spoken  of  expressly  as  watercourses, 
which  are  entirely  distinct  from  natural  living  streams :  Woolr. 
Wat.  3,  146,  147 ;  Wriffht  v.  Williams.  1  Mees.  &  W.  77  ;  Eaw- 
itran  v.  Taylor^  11  Exch.  369;  Broadbent  v.  Ramshotham^  Id. 
602 ;  Beeston  v.  Weate^  6  El.  &  Bl.  986 ;  Ivimey  v.  Stocker, 
L.  R.,  1  Cb.  App.  396 ;  Watts  v.  Kehon,  L.  R.,  6  Ch.  App. 
166 ;  NuttaU  v.  Bracewell,  L.  R.,  2  Exch.  1 ;  Holker  v.  Po- 
ritt,  L.  R.,  8  Exch.  107 ;  Taylor  v.  Corp.  of  St.  Helens,  6  Ch. 
Di?.  264;  Magur  v.  Chadwicky  11  Ad.  &  E.  671 ;  Chadwick  v. 
Manden,  L.  R.,  2  Exch.  284. 

Upon  such  questions  as  are  raised  on  this  record  there  is,  except 
in  the  Massachusetts  doctrine  and  the  cases  which  have  followed  it, 
very  little  conflict  of  opinion.  Whatever  may  be  the  rights  of 
adjoining  proprietors  as  to  the  use  and  diversion  of  water,  there 
is  no  right  in  any  one,  by  raising  artificial  obstructions,  to  flood 
his  neighbors'  lands  by  stopping  the  escape  of  water  that  cannot 
escape  otherwise.  Some  cases  have  intimated  that  there  might  be 
larger  rights  of  obstruction  where  the  particular  drainage  was  not 
necessary.  But  actual  mischief  done  as  a  natural  and  necessary 
consequence  of  such  erections  is  almost  universally  treated  as  an 
actionable  nuisance :  Lawrence  v.  JV.  Railroad  Co.,  16  Q.  B. 
643;  Rylands  v.  Fletcher,  L.  R.,  3  H.  L.  330;  Tootle  v.  Clifton, 
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22  Ohio  St.  247 ;  Wood,  Nuis.  §  886;  Hurdman  v.  iV.  E.  R 
road  Co.y  3  C.  P.  Div.  168;  Whalley  v.  Lancashire  ^Y.  Railu 
Co.y  Eng.  Ct.  App.  March  1884,  (523  Am.  Law.  Reg.  N.  S.)  6S 
Brodir  v.  Saillard^  2  Ch.  Div.  692;  Q-ilham  v.  Maduon  < 
Raihvay  Co.,  49  111.  484;  aormley  v.  Sanford,  62  Id.  11 
Ogbum  v.  Connor,  46  Cal.  346;  Butler  v.  Peci,  16  Ohio 
334 ;  Nevins  v.  Oity  of  Peoria,  41  111.  502 ;  Livingston  v.  -Mi?2> 
aid.  Si  Iowa  160;  Hooper  v.  Wilkinson,  15  La.  Ann.  41 
McCormick  v.  Kansas  City  Railroad,  70  Mo.  369;  Shain 
Kansas  City  Railway,  71  Id.  237. 

As  previously  suggested,  the  rights  of  upper  and  lower  own 
are  not  treated  by  the  common-law  authorities  as  peculiar  to  eiti 
common  or  civil  law,  but  as  natural  incidents  to  the  land,  which  i 
and  must  be  analogous,  as  governed  by  universal  jurispraden 
except  where  specially  modified.  The  English  courts  have  ne^ 
hesitated  to  cite  the  civilians  on  such  questions,  and  they  \lx 
decided  cases  arising  out  of  England  without  attempting  to  inqu 
into  any  local  law  as  the  basis  of  decision.  Thus,  in  the  £ 
Indian  case  of  Ramesur  Pershad  Narain  Singh  v.  Koonj  Beh 
Pattuk,  4  App.  Cas.  121,  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  de 
with  just  as  if  they  had  arisen  in  England,  although  the  uses 
tanks  and  reservoirs  in  India  must,  in  all  probability,  have  gro 
into  very  ancient  customs.  In  Smith  v.  Kenrick,  7  C.  B.  6' 
the  Digest  was  cited  as  authority.  In  Dickinson  v.  Or  and  Jm 
tion  Canal  Co.,  7  Exch.  282,  and  in  Emhrey  v.  Owen,  6  Ext 
353,  it  is  stated  that  these  various  rights  are  not  to  be  regarc 
as  based  on  any  presumption  of  grants,  but  as  incident  to  p 
perty  jure  natures. 

Bracton  is  cited  in  Wood,  Nuis.  §  386,  as  coinciding  with  i 
civil-law  rule.  While  he  has  been  regarded  as  drawing  too  mi 
from  the  Roman  law  in  some  other  matters,  no  one  has  doub 
that  he  laid  down  the  common  law  correctly  on  this.  Britton  h 
it  down  very  clearly  that  no  one  can  drown  his  neighbor's  land 
erections  on  his  own  soil.  Appurtenances,"  fol.  140.  The  cii 
law  rule  was  recognised  and  adopted  in  the  customary  as  well  as 
the  written  law,  in  parts  of  France,  and  in  Canada  and  Scotlan 
and  the  Roman  law  in  all  these  regions  was  modified  by  local  usa^ 
and  in  many  things  repudiated.  In  Basuage's  Commentary  on  t 
Customs  of  Normandy  it  is  not  treated  as  a  civil-law  rule,  but  ai 
law  of  nature.    2  Basuage  565.    In  Frechette  v.  La  Compag\ 
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Manufacturiere  de  St.  Hyadnthe^  L.  E.,  9  App.  Cas.  170,  the 
Lower  Canada  Code  is  quoted,  which  seems  to  be  a  substantial  if 
not  a  literal  transcript  of  section  640  of  the  French  Civil  Code,  and 
regulates  the  rights  of  both  classes  of  owners,  forbidding  the  lower 
owner  from  hindering  the  escape  of  water  by  dykes,  and  forbidding 
the  upper  owner  from  aggravating  the  flow  to  the  injury  of  the 
lower  estate.  In  discussing  this  clause,  a  learned  writer  on  the  law 
of  property,  Charles  Compte,  speaks  of  the  term  "servitude," 
which  strictly  denotes  a  diminution  of  rights,  as  an  unfortunate  and 
improper  phrase  to  apply  to  these  reciprocal  duties.  "  It  is  simply 
a  means  of  preventing  usurpation,  and  of  securing  to  each  that 
which  belongs  to  him."  While  Erskine,  in  his  "  Principles  of  the 
Law  of  Scotland^"  uses  the  term  "  servitude  "  as  including  the  rights 
in  question,  he  speaks  of  them  as  natural,  as  contradistinguished 
from  legal  servitudes.  Book  2,  tit.  9.  Domat  refers  to  them  in 
the  same  way,  dividing  servitudes  into  those  which  are  natural,  and 
those  which  do  not  rest  on  natural  right.  Book  1,  tit.  12,  §  5. 
And  this  is  further  illustrated  by  his  collection  of  excerpts  from 
the  Roman  law.    4  Domat,  428. 

There  seems  to  be  no  reason  for  attempting  to  draw  distinctions 
between  the  civil  and  the  common  law  on  this  subject.  The  autho- 
rities recognise  the  principles  as  in  no  sense  conventional,  or  derived 
from  any  school  of  jurisprudence,  but  as  resting  on  the  immunity 
of  one  man*s  property  from  injury  by  another  in  violation  of  natural 
justice,  and  in  disregard  of  the  relative  conditions  arising  from  its 
position.  Each  may  do  in  using  his  own  what  is  consistent  with 
the  fair  interests  of  the  other. 

The  escape  of  water  in  the  present  case  is  natural  and  is  neces- 
sary, and  there  was  no  right  to  prevent  it  by  such  a  dam  as  defend- 
ants broke  through.  The  charge  given  was  at  least  as  liberal  as 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  ask.    The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Champlin  and  Sherwood,  JJ.,  concurred. 

CooLBT,  C.  J.,  did  not  sit. 

Defikition  or  a  Stbeax. — ^Before  In  £ti/A«r  t.  IFtiraistfiimef,  9  Cnsh.  174, 

discossing  the   snbject    of     surface-  a  wateroonne  is  defined  as'*  a  stream 

water,''  it  is  well  to  hare  a  clear  nnder-  of  water,  nsoally  flowing  in  a  definite 

standing  what  is  meant  by  the  ase  of  that  channel,  having  a  bed  and  sides  or  banks, 

term.   It  ia  clear  that  surface- water  is  and  usually  discharging  itself  into  some 

not  a  watercourse,  and  with  that  it  other  stream  or  body  of  water."    **  A 

is  most  likely  to  be  confounded.  watercourse  consists  of  bed,  banks  and 

Vol.  XXXin. — *0 
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water  j  yet  the  watef  nted  mt  flow  con- 
tinual Ij  ;  ^nd  rbtre  are  many  wjiti^r- 
eourses  wbich  ^ro   $oinvtittie§  dry 
FVf/er^^  Wame,  S9  Wk,  515  ;  s€« 
ricA  V,  /?i^er,  41  Wis*  318.  In 
Rtift,  ofter  dijfinitigr  a  wftUTcorarsa  in  the 
|aii[;uttg(i  givcfij  the  court  said  t  Tber© 
must,  however^  always  be  etitietanrial  h\- 
dicAtton  of  the  existence  of  a  strejiin, 
which  is  ordinarily  and  most  froqncnily 
«  moving  body  of  water:"  Weia  t.  OVy 

Mu^kon,  7S  Ind.  253, 

In  l^ew  Jersey  it  wjis  said  **  A  eban* 
ntd  or  canal  for  the  conveyanco  of  water, 
particu)iu-]y  in  drifcining  landj*  It  may 
be  nattinit,  at  when  it  is  made  by  the 
natural  flow  of  tbe  water,  onused  by  ihe 
general  ^Tipcrficjes  of  the  snrroimding 
land  from  which  thti  water  is  collected 
into  one  channel,  oi'  it  may  he  artificial, 
aa  in  the  ciise  of  a  ditch,  or  other  artifi- 
cinL  means,  used  to  divert  tlie  water  from 
its  natard  chiumeL,  or  to  carry  it  from  low 
lands,  from  which  it  will  not  fiow  in  con- 
seqwence  of  the  Tiatnral  formaiioo  of  the 
surface  of  the  surronoflinj^  land/'  Earl 
T,  D0  Ilfirt,  I  Beasley  CIj.  263. 

Example. — From  time  immemorial  a 
nntural  fltreom  of  water  had  flowed  from 
a  soullierly  dircetion  a  road  and 

ttpon  the  defendant's  land,  and  then<"e 
tftkini:  a  northwesterly  eour&ev,  A  part 
of  the  way  AcrmA  Che  defendant's  land  it 
ran  in  a  well-dedned  channel,  hnt  when 
it  reached  ft  point  withm  five  rodj^  of  ihe 
plaitUifTs  adjoining  land,  the  water 
spread  out  over  the  i^iirfaee  of  the  jrround, 
covering  a  spaee  a  few  rotls  in  width, 
and  so  ran  upon  and  across  the  plain tifTs 
land,  which  was  a  level  meadow,  and 
irrigating  i£  in  a  val liable  manner^ 
through  its  whole  length,  about  seven 
rod  SI,  and  thence  on  to  other  land  of  other 
0wner«  beyond.  Over  the  attrfiiee  of  tb« 
defendant's  land  there  was  no  defined 
channel,  nor  through  the  whole  length 
of  the  plaintifTs  land»  and  not  until  a 
short  distance  beyond  the  plain  tifTs  land, 
where  it  again  formed  a  sraaH  brook,  and 
rin  olf  in  a  westerly  dircctioo  to  «  river. 


In  am  aetioti  by  the  plainti^"  for  diri 
this  brook  from  his  land,  it  was 
**  that  the  brook  did  not  ceasi;  t< 
tmturaJ  watcrcour^  on  tbe  plai 
land,  and  that  he  coiild  mjuntai 
Action:'^  Ma^ombet  G^lj'rr'/ 
Mass.  919*  For  farther  e3tari 
fh'llm  T.  Jahmun^  30  Conn.  1  &0 ;  / . 
T,  ri7/ra.r,  SC  N.  UO  ;  s.  c.  4t 
Krp*  519  ;  IJtttc  Rock,  eic.,  By.  < 
Chfiynmw^  39  Ark,  4fi3 ;  8.  C  43 
Rep.  280  ;  lli-hron  Gmvtl  Rtnid 
Harvey,  90  hid.  192, 

Two  LiNfc3  ojr  CA8Ki,— ind 
in  the  principal  case,  there  ar^  fwc 
of  case^i  fallowing  two  diirinct  i 
the  common-law  ruk  and  the  cir 
rule* 

Thb  Common- Law  Rule.— TIk 
ing  ease  aiwerting  Uie  commou-lai 
IS  Luther  Wtmmmmef^  9  Cti>l 
(18.^1).  In  that  cfliie  the  defc 
caused  an  additional  flow  of  watei 
the  plaintiff's  lartd^  by  ftUingr  up  hi 
lot.  The  court  charged  the  jury  * 
if  them  was  n  watercotirse  or  stre^ 
water  running  through  the  l»nd 
Y  eyed  J  the  right  to  the  continued 
thereof  would  pass  to  the  plaintiff 
tlie  deed,  as  a  parcel  of  hi^  irraut ;  I 
there  was  no  euch  watercourfc  or  i 
of  water  die  plaintiff  could  not  cl 
right  of  drainage  or  flow  of  vt^lm 
off  his  land  open  and  through  die  d 
ant's  Innd,  merely  b? eause  the  plaJ 
land  was  higher  than  the  defend 
and  slopt'd  toward  it,  so  that  liit? 
which  fell  in  rain  upon  it  would  Hat 
run  OTer  the  titrfaco  in  that  direct 
and  the  charge  was  held  sirittly  ct 

In  a  New  York  case  is  a  dictum 
has  l>een  cited  so  often,  and  its  state 
m  unqualifiedly  endorsed,  that  ii 
has  etll  die  weight  of  an  authority 
fortiori  one  is  not  obliged  to  ex< 
ditches  or  eonetnict  sewers  on  hij 
land  for  the  purpose  of  draining  il 
or  tnarshy  lands  of  an  afljoining 
prictor^  And  in  res|>ect  to  the  ru 
off  of  stirfiioe-wncr  fay  mn  sn 
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know  of  no  principle  which  will  proTent 
the  owner  of  land  from  filling  np  the  wet 
and  marshy  place  on  his  own  soil  for  ita 
tmelioration  and  his  own  adTantage> 
becatise  his  neighbor's  land  is  so  situated 
as  to  be  incommoded  by  it.  Such  a  doc- 
trine would  militate  against  the  well- 
settled  rule  that  the  owner  of  land  has 
fall  dominion  orer  the  whole  space  ahoTe 
aad  below  the  snrface OoodaU  t. 
Tsttie,  29  K.  T.  459,  466. 

In  another  Massachusetts  case  it  was 
said :  *<  the  right  of  an  owner  of  land  to 
oocnpy  and  improre  it  in  such  manner  and 
for  snch  purposes  as  he  may  see  fit, 
d^r  by  changing  the  surface,  or  the 
erection  of  buildings  or  other  structures 
thereon,  is  not  restricted  or  modified  by 
the  fact  that  his  own  land  is  so  situated 
with  reference  to  that  of  adjoining  owners 
that  an  alteration  in  the  mode  of  ita  im- 
proTement  or  occupation  in  any  portion 
of  it  will  cause  water,  which  may  accu- 
mulate ^reon  by  rains  and  snows  fall- 
ing on  its  surface,  or  flowing  upon  it 
orer  the  surface  of  adjacent  lots,  either 
to  stand  in  unusual  quantities  on  other 
adjacent  lands,  or  pass  into  or  oyer  the 
came  in  greater  quantities  or  in  other 
direction  than  they  were  accustomed  to 
flow."  Again :  "the  obstruction  of 
surface-water  or  an  alteration  in  the  flow 
of  it  affords  no  cause  of  action  in  behalf 
Of  a  person  who  may  suffer  loss  or  detri- 
ment therefWnn  against  one  who  does  no 
act  moonsi&tent  with  the  due  exercise  of 
dominion  over  his  own  soil''  :  Gannon 
T.  Harsadon,  10  Allen  106. 

It,  therefore,  follows  from  the  rea- 
soning of  these  cases — ^which  is  sus- 
tained by  many  authorities — that  the 
owner  of  land  may  lawfully  occupy  and 
ifflprOYe  it  in  snch  manner  as  either  to 
prerent  water  which  accumulates  elM- 
where  from  coming  upon  it,  as  by  erect- 
ing a  wall,  dyke  or  barrier,  or  to  alter 
tiie  cooTM  of  the  surface-water  which 
falls  upon  it,  or  comes  upon  it  from  else- 
where \  ercn  though  water  is  thereby 
made  to  flow  upon  the  adjoining  land  of 


another  to  his  damage :  BaitB  t.  Smih^ 
100  Mass.  181 ;  Bowlthy  t.  Spwr^  81 
N.  J.  L.  351 ;  Greairex  t.  Hayward,  8 
Exch.  291 ;  Skidd§  t.  Amdt^  8  Green 
Ch.  284  I  Barldey  t.  Wilcox,  86  N.  Y. 
140 ;  s.  c.  40  Am.  Rep.  519  ;  Vander- 
wide  v.  Taylor,  65  N.  T.  841 ;  Lynch  t. 
Mayor,  etc,  76  Id.  60;  s.  o.  82 
Am.  Rep.  271;  s.  c.  88  Id.  758; 
s.  G.  5  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  82 ; 
Cairo  ^Vincenne$  Ri,  Co.  t.  Steven$,  73 
Ind.  278  ;  8.  c.  88  Am.  Rep.  189  ;  8.  o. 
5  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  58  ;  Beard  y. 
Murphy,  37  Vt.  104  ;  Buff  am  y.  Harris, 
5  R.  I.  253;  Wadsworth  y.  TilloUon,  15 
Conn.  866 ;  Atchinson,  frc.,  Bd,  Co,  y. 
Hammer,  22  Kan.  768 ;  b.  c.  81  Am. 
Rep.  216;  Scklichter  y.  PhUlipy,  67 
Ind.  201  ;  Hogeneon  y.  St*  Paul,  fx,, 
Ry.  Co.,  31  Minn.  224 ;  see  O'Brien  y. 
City  of  St.  Paul,  25  Minn.  331. 

So  a  complaint  charging  the  obstruc- 
tion of  a  watercourse  is  not  sustained 
by  proof  of  a  flow,  though  through  a 
ditch,  of  water  wliich  has  acctmiulated 
from  rains  or  melting  snow  :  Dickinson 
V.  Worcester,  7  Allen  19;  Ashley  y. 
WolcoU,  11  Cush.  192;  ifumibres  y. 
Kansas  City,  f-c.,  Bd.  Co.,  60  Mo.  884. 

The  owner  of  land  adjoining  a  high- 
way may  throw  up  an  embankment  to 
prevent  the  water  overflowing  his  prem- 
ises where  it  comes  from  snch  highway. 
Thus  where  a  highway  had  been  laid  out 
for  forty  years,  up  a  steep  hill-side,  over 
which  large  quantities  of  surface-water 
usually  flowed  down  on  the  upper  side 
of  the  highway ;  and  a  culvert  was  built 
by  the  proper  authorities  across  the  high- 
way, extending  to  the  inside  of  the  wall 
between  the  highway  and  the  defend- 
ant's land,  a  portion  of  the  wall  having 
been  removed  for  that  purpose ;  and  a 
light  trench  was  dug  fVom  the  mouth  of  the 
culvert,  two  or  three  fe^t  in  length,  into 
defendant's  land  to  carry  the  water  off, 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  might  stop 
up  so  much  of  the  culvert  as  was  under 
his  wall,  even  though  it  had  the  effect  to 
cause  the  water  to  flow  over  the  highway 
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■nd  injure  the  trivelled  rond  ;  Mohl- 
tants  of  Franklin  FisJl',  13  Allen  21  L 
In  case  of  A  railway  corporati on  taking 
Isod  for  A  right  of  way,  it  ii  held  (hat  it 
II  proper  EQ  take  into  cotisitieration  the 
of  the  land  and  tJit?  flow  of  water  in 
permktkg  throiigh  the  laud  r  Pftt^^ 
Bastings  and  Dakota  Eaiirvad  Cq,^  5 
Amer.  k  Eng.  Katlroad  Cases  85  \ 
Witiemmn  Conn*  R*  Bailroad  Co,^  30 
Vt*  610.  Sea  Aforri&on  v.  Bucksjtort 
Railroad  0»»i  €7  M**  353.  See,  also, 
Walker  r.  Old  Ceditnif  and  Netrpori 
Bfiilroad  Co,,  103  Mass.  10.  Bo,  in 
New  York»  H  is  hehl  that  coiumissioner* 
\r\  grading  iugliwaya  urc  not  botii^d  to 
profridti  a  channel  for  draitiagfl  of  enr- 
face-watt?r :  Gould  v.  Boftth^  fi6  N, 
T,  62. 

The  owner  of  the  upper  land  may 
drain  off  the  surface- water  inio  ati  ad- 
join in  g  stream,  crcn  thongli  it  may 
inenjaae  tlie  flow :  Wqfft  t.  iV. 
CenL  RnUroad  Gi.,  58  Barh.  413,  if 
f  neh  increase  is  reasonable  :  AfrComikk 
v.  Hovufu  SI  N.  T.  86  :  9,  C.  479  Am, 

So  one  may  drain  off  liis  land  eren 
though  it  have  the?  effect  lo  mince  (lie 
itipplyof  a  stream  where' ft  tin  11  ia  Bitn- 
ated :  BronfHimi  r.  Ratmhatham,  1 1 
Exch.  602  ;  Rftvmtrm  t,  Ttrffhr,  Id. 
3fi9*  And  thi?  game  is  true  of  water 
percolating  through  soil  beneath  it*  snr- 
faoe^  Cttasetn^rt  r.  /lichardM^  7  H.  L. 
374;  a,  c.  5  ,Tan  (N.  S.)  873;  5  H. 
&  BOO  (Am.  ed.).  One  caonot, 
however,  foid  the  surface- water  flowing 
over  his  latid  to  another'!!;  Gutnr^  v. 
Ldandf  SI  J.  £q.  »85  and  Ihe 
same  is  true  of  water  percolaiinir  lie- 
tieath  the  sarfare  of  tht  soil  i  II'Mlg* 
kinson  r.  Ennor,  0  Jar.  (N.  S.)  1152. 
See  BfiHrn  t.  Ifliux,  25  Conn.  S83, 

Water  flowin;^  from  a  holh>^v  or 
ravine,  only  In  time  of  rain  or  molting 
stnow?)^  it  has  been  hc!d  lo  New  Yorkt  is 
not,  in  contemplation  of  Iww,  a  wnter- 
course  :  Tr^r^ner  £^ng  Ijthtid  Raih 
road  Co*!  S  Hun  633.    See  £arl  t. 


DtHoTt^  \  260.    Tut,  in  E 

the  contrary  >cetn£  to  have  bci-n 
GMi  r.  Wimmm,  25  Kan**  SIO 
Btxmts  T,  Sabrm,  10  Seif.  218 
Budsm,  27  Wis.  656. 

FrequcDtiy  the  qwi^stiotj  ariws  m 
the  owner  of  tlie  upper  land  neqtiif 
right  by  preoption  or  ad  Terse 
flood  his  neighbor' «  lower  and 
land*  In  MASiachn^em  it  wa«  he 
no  period  less  tliau  twenty  yean 
piTo  the  owner  of  the  apper  lai 
right  to  flood  the  land  of  Ihe 
owner,  botli  ha^dng  derived  Uxh 
the  same  grantor  \.  LtUhft  t.  Wt 
met,  f  Cti*h.  171.  Sec  Earl  r.  £ 
wuprtt,  Howerer,  merely  pen 
water  to  flow  from  the  upper 
lower  land,  when  the  two  piec 
owned  by  different  owner^t  i«  n 
fleient  to  ercate  a  right  lo  tlie  coi 
tion  of  the  flowage  by  prescript 
advert  ntage.  See  9  Am.  L 
(N,  S.)  72  ;  Prattoit  r,  Wh 
Piek.  342  (cilteh);  Wood  ¥,  U 
Exeh.  778  ;  Grcatrtj:  ir,  //aj^rincJ 
291  :  Arhtright  t.  BtU,  %  k  y 
Bawstran  T.  7by/(?r,  11  Eseli 
Parkt  T,  N^ur^fportt  10  Gru 
/Vyer  T,  Warne^  29  Wis,  611  ;  . 
mm  T.  H  Wi5*»ter»  7  Allen  19  ^  B 
Chf^,  12  Id.  616,  518. 

Suppctse  the  8«rl  ace- water  \s  d 
off  or  harked  up  with  a  maHeioua 
to  injure  an  atljuining  owner,  ia 
linhnity  intnirretl  hy  reasoti  u: 
design  ?  If  it  IB  done  under  ai 
late  dnitn  of  right  and  in  good 
under  the  eotnmon  law  no  liabi 
laches :  Z/bfl  t.  Hmhrn^  27  Wis 
ft*  C.  &  Am.  Hep.  473  ;  -P«f% 
jLifamrttff,  25  Wis.  223.  230 ; 
V.  WnJl  tr^  a*  Coim.  466  ;  Grten 
Fmntis,  18  Pick.  121 J  Wluai 
B'mgK  25  Penn.  St*  528 ;  Delhi  i 
mffttt,  50  Barb,  316  :  f\inlm  B 
1 7  Johns.  93,  98  J  Chmermrt  Ri 
5  Jur.  S.  873  ;  ©.  5  H.  *  & 
7  H.  L.  349.  Yet  it  has  been  d 
that  it  is  immaterial  with  what  tn€ 
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act  is  dooe,  if  it  it  otherwise  lawfol. 
Oat/Uld  T.  Wilttm,  28  Vt.  49  ;  see  also 
Fhzier  t.  Brmm,  12  Ohio  St.  S94 ; 
OmUm  T.  J/jfers,  46  N.  T.  511  ;  ffeald 
T.  Carey,  11  C.  B.  993 :  Brain  t.  i/ar- 
fell,  41  Law  Times  N.  S.,  note ;  Walker 
CVmua,  107  Maas.  555 ;  Cooley  on  Torts 

In  OtrtisM  T.  Ayrauk,  47  N.  Y.  73, 
the  owner  of  a  tract  of  land,  upon  which 
was  a  swamp,  dog  a  ditch  from  it  through 
BDotber  portion  of  the  tract,  making  a 
permanent  channel,  in  which  the  waters 
gathering  in  the  marsh  flowed  in  a  con- 
tioaoos  stream,  mutnally  benefiting  the 
lands  drained,  and  the  lands  to  which 
it  conTeyed  a  supply  of  good  water, 
and,  snbseqaently,  while  those  reciprocal 
benefits  and  burdens  existed,  and  were 
apparent,  he  divided  the  tract  into 
parcels  and  oonveyed  the  parcels  to  differ- 
ent grantees,  who  contracted  with  refer- 
cnee  to  the  condition  of  the  lands.  After 
^  tale  of  sereral  parcels,  it  was  held 
that  the  vendor  could  not  change  the 
ditch  in  any  way,  or  refuse  to  permit 
the  water  to  flow  in  the  ditch,  nor  could 
file  grantees  in  any  way  materially  change 
the  original  relative  condition  of  one  par- 
ol to  the  injury  of  another. 

ExufPLEs.-.The  owner  of  a  tract  of 
isnd  tned  an  adjoining  owner  for  ob- 
•tmcting  the  passage  of  driftwood  carried 
^  the  overflow  of  an  adjacent  water- 
coortc  during  a  freshet,  by  planting  a 
of  trees  along  the  line  dividing  then: 
by  means  of  which  the  driftwood 
^«s  lodged  upon  the  plaintiff's  Und.  It 
^  held  that  he  had  no  cause  of  action : 
JVor  Y.  /Tcfaw,  64  Ind.  167  ;  8.  c. 
*IAiner,  Rep.  114;  18  Am,  Law  Reg. 
^^•50a49. 

''^Iroad  corporation  built  a  large 
,  .    ^Jiient  ten  feet  high,  upon  which  to 
J     tracks  along  its  right  of  way,  run- 
^  •^OBS  a  low  and  swampy  tract  of 
*  ^ttd  the  embankment  cut  off  the 
jji^J^^  flow  of  the  water  percolating 
JJ^^H  the  soil,  and  the  flow  of  the 
^mt  came  from  a  river,  not  far  off. 


in  times  of  high  water.  The  water  fall* 
ing  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  which  lay 
some  distance  above  the  embankment, 
and  that  caused  by  the  melting  snow,  was 
prevented  Arom  flowing  off  by  reason  of 
the  water  being  heaped  up  on  the  land 
adjoining  the  embankment.  It  was  held 
that  the  corporation  was  not  liable  to  the 
plaintiff,  by  reason  of  his  lands  having 
been  rendered  unfit  for  cultivation,  even 
through  it  was  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
had  lost  several  crops  for  that  reason,  and 
had  sustained  great  damages  which  proper 
culverts  placed  under  the  embankment 
would  have  prevented  :  Cairo  and  Vin- 
eennes  Bd»  v.  Stevent,  73  Ind.  278  ;  see 
Morrison  v.  Bucktport  and  Bangor  RcL 
Co.,  67  Me.  853  ;  AtcMmm,  rf-c,  jRd.  Co. 
T.  Hanmtr,  22  Kans.  763. 

Flaintiff^s  field  lay  in  an  angle  made 
by  a  railway  crossing  a  highway.  Pre- 
vious to  the  construction  of  the  railway 
the  water  falling  upon  the  highway  ran 
down  the  road,  across  where  the  railway 
was  located,  and  thus  running  caused  no 
injury  to  the  plaintiff's  land.  After  its 
construction  the  water,  prevented  by  the 
embankment  from  flowing  off,  accumu- 
lated at  the  crossing  and  flowed  back 
upon  the  land  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was 
held  that  no  cause  of  action  lay  against 
the  railway  corporation :  Wagner  v.  Long 
Idand  Rd,  Co,,  2  Hun  633 ;  see  Waffe 
T.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Bd.  Co,,  58  Barb.  413. 

A  railroad  corporation,  in  constructing 
the  road-bed,  filled  up  an  artifidal  ditch 
on  the  land  of  a  third  person,  by  which 
the  surface-water  was  conducted  from  the 
plaintifi^B  premises  to  a  river,  and  thus 
turned  back  the  water  upon  the  premises 
of  such  person.  It  was  held  to  give  no 
ground  of  action :  0' Conner  v.  Fond  du 
LaCf  etc,,  Bd.  O).,  52  Wis.  526  ;  s.  o. 
38  Amer.  Rep.  753 ;  5  Amer.  &  Eng. 
Rd.  Cas.  82. 

The  Civil  Law  Rulx.— Of  this  rule 
Justice  Redfibld  has  said:  « There 
seems  to  be  nothing  very  definite  in  the 
civil-law  writers  upon  this  particular 
point,  except  that  it  is  fully  agreed  in  the 
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body  of  the  Roman  law  (Dig.  lib.  89, 
tit.  iii.  8.  12),  that  if  one  by  digging  on 
his  own  land,  in  good  faith,  and  with  no 
purpose  of  injuring  his  neighbor,  nerer- 
theless  dry  up  his  well  by  direrting  the 
underground  current  from  it,  there  is  no 
remedy  by  action.  ♦  ♦  «  But  the 
distinction  between  surface-water,  accu- 
mulating in  low  places  from  the  melting 
of  snows  in  the  spring,  and  that  which 
had  formed  more  or  less  permanent  chan- 
nels in  the  earth  in  its  passage,  would 
not  be  likely  to  attract  the  attention  of 
writers  in  most  of  the  European  coun- 
tries, and  especially  in  Italy,  where  no 
snows  ever  cover  the  ground  11  Amer. 
L.  Reg.  p.  20. 

DoMAT  says  (page  616  Cush.  ed.): 
**  Rainwater  or  other  waters  which  have 
their  course  regulated  from  one  ground 
to  another,  whether  it  be  by  nature,  or 
by  some  regulation,  or  by  title,  or  by 
ancient  possession,  the  proprietor  of  said 
grounds  cannot  innovate  anything,  as  to 
the  ancient  course  of  its  waters  ;  thus  he 
who  has  the  upper  grounds  cannot  change 
the  course  of  the  water,  either  by  turning 
it  some  other  way  or  rendering  it  more 
rapid,  or  making  any  other  change  in  it 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  owners  of  the 
lower  grounds.** 

One  of  the  leading  cases  following  this 
rule  is  Martin  v.  BiddUy  reported  in  a 
note  to  Kauffman  v.  Griesemer,  26  Fa. 
St.  407,  where  the  law  is  very  well 
stated:  "Where  two  fields  adjoin,  and 
one  is  lower  than  the  other,  the  lower 
must  necessarily  be  subject  to  all  the 
natural  flow  of  water  from  the  upper 
one.  The  inconvenience  arises  from  its 
position,  and  is  usually  more  than  com- 
pensated by  other  circumstances ;  hence, 
the  owner  of  the  lower  ground  has  no 
right  to  erect  embankments,  whereby  the 
natural  flow  of  water  from  the  upper 
ground  shall  be  stopped;  nor  has  the 
owner  of  the  upper  ground  a  right  to 
make  any  excavations  or  drains  by 
which  the  flow  of  water  is  diverted  from 
Us  natural  channel  and  a  new  channel 


made  on  the  lower  ground ;  nor  can  be 
collect  into  one  channel  water  nsnallj 
flowing  off  into  his  neighbor's  fields  by 
several  channels,  and  thus  increase  the 
waste  upon  the  lower  fields." 

A  number  of  states  have  adopted  this 
rule :  Nininger  v.  Norwood,  72  Ala. 
277  ;  8.  c.  47  Amer.  Rep.  412  ;  Hughes 
y.  Anderson,  68  Ala.  280;  s.  C.  44 
Amer.  Rep.  147;  Gdham  v.  Madison 
County  Railroad  Co.,  49  in,  4S4  ;  Gorm- 
ley  V.  Sanford,  52  Id.  158  ;  Toledo, 
Railroad  Co,  v.  Morrison,  71  Id.  616  ; 
St,  Louis,  Railroad  Co.  v.  Capps, 
72  Id.  188;  Jacksonville,  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Cox,  91  Id.  500;  Ogbum  v. 
Connor,  46  Cal.  346  ;  s.  C.  13  Amer. 
Rep.  21.3  ;  Butler  v.  Peck,  16  Ohio.  SU 
334  ;  Tootle  v.  Gijlon,  22  Id.  247  ;  B. 
c.  10  Amer.  Rep.  732  ;  Miller  v.  Law 
bach,  47  Pa.  St.  154  ;  Martin  t.  Jett, 
12  La.  502 ,  Lattimore  v.  Davis,  14  Id. 
161  ;  Delahousaye  v.  Judice,  13  La. 
Ann.  587  ;  Minor  v.  Wright,  16  Id. 
151  ;  Onerton  v.  Sawyer,  1  Jones  L. 
(N.  C.)  308 ;  Pbrter  v.  Durham,  74 
N.  C.  769.  See  Raleigh,  ^c.  Railroad 
Co,  V.  Wicker,  74  Id.  220 ;  Livingston 
V.  McDonald,  21  Iowa  160  (a  leading 
case)  ;  Van  Orsdol  v.  Burlington,  ^c, 
Railroad  Co,,  56  Id.  470;  s.  c.  5 
Amer.  &  Eng.  Railroad  Cases  58 ; 
Herrington  v.  Peck,  1 1  Bradw.  62 ; 
Hides  V.  Silliman,  93  lU.  255  ;  LudeOng 
Y.  Stubbs,  34  La.  Ann.  935  ;  Guesnard 
V.  Bird,  33  Id.  796  ;  Barrow  v.  Landry, 
15  Id.  681  ;  Louisville,  ^c,  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Hays,  11  Lea  (Tenn.)  382; 
Executor  of  Lord  v.  Carbon  Iron  Manuf. 
Co,,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  452. 

An  injunction  to  enjoin  the  throwing 
up  of  an  embankment  so  as  to  prevent 
the  natural  flow  of  the  surface-water,  will 
be  refused  ;  because  the  plaintiff  has  his 
right  of  action  at  law  :  Luney  v.  Jasper, 
39  111.  46. 

But  the  plaintiff  is  not  estopped  by 
his  deed  of  grant  of  way  to  a  railroad 
company,  from  bringing  a  suit  for  dam- 
ages in  obstructing  the  surface-water: 
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JathanvUle,  jrC',  Railroad  Co,  t.  Cox, 
91  lU.  500. 

In  Lanngtton  t.  McDonald^  SI  Iowa 
160,  it  wu  held,  that  the  owner  of  the 
higher  land  had  an  nnqualified  right 
to  drain  for  agricaltaral  purposes  the 
snrfaoe-water,  or  water  flowing  in  no 
regular  or  definite  channel  apon  hit  own 
lands,  and  is  not  liable  to  an  action  by  the 
lower  proprietor  for  so  draining  ai  to 
prerent  any  portion  of  those  waters 
reaching  the  land  of  the  lower  owner  ;** 
bat "  the  owner  of  Uie  higher  land  has 
no  right,  even  in  tiie  course  of  the  use 
and  improvement  of  his  farm,  to  collect 
the  snrface-water  upon  his  own  lands 
into  a  drain  or  ditch,  increased  in 
quantity  or  in  manner  different  from 
the  natural  flow,  upon  the  lower  lands 
of  mother,  to  the  injury  of  such  lands." 
The  hist  part  of  this  proposition  is  the 
nle  of  the  civil  law  ;  and  the  first  part 
is  not  in  contravention  of  the  common 
Uw. 

CxAXPLBS. — A  Stream  ran  through  the 
plaintiff's  land.    In  times  of  heavy  rains 
Ivge  quantities  of  water  escaped  over 
the  banks  of  this  stream  upon  the  plain- 
tiff^i  lands,  and  with  the  accumulations 
of  rainwater,  had  a  natural  outlet  there- 
from over  the  lands  of  the  defendants. 
To  prevent  these  waters  from  flowing 
o^er  and  flooding  their  lands,  the  de- 
fendants erected  embankments  upon  the 
Pontiff's  lands,  rendering  them  less  fit 
for  cnltiv^iiQu^  and  in  other  respects  in- 
juring them.   It  was  held  that  an  injunc- 
^  to  restrain  the  defendants  prevcnt- 
Water  from  flowing  was  rightly 
:  Nininger  v.  Norwood,  72  Ala. 

m       ^*  *^ 
,  ®  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  co- 

niunou^  land-holders,  each  engaged 

the  former  owning  Uie  in- 

^»  ^tid  the  latter  the  superior  heritage. 

^^I'gh  the  plaintiff's  lands,  and  near 

^ .  *  ^  *^inir  line,  flowed  a  natural  stream 
Or  l>r|k  ^  * 

'^^h,  which  was  the  natural  outlet 

/yj    ^^rt,  at  least,  of  the  water,  which 

defendant's  land.   The  water 


flowed  naturally  from  the  defendant's 
land  upon  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  across 
a  portion  of  it  into  the  stream.  It  flowed 
slowly,  not  in  a  collected  body,  but  scat- 
tered over  the  surface.  In  iu  natural 
state,  part  of  the  water  was  absorbed, 
and  part  evaporated  before  it  reached  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff.  By  means  of 
ditches,  the  defendant  collected  all  this 
surface-water  into  one  channel,  thereby 
draining  his  own  lands  and  causing  the 
water  to  flow  much  more  rat)idly,  and  in 
one  body,  into  the  branch  on  the  plain- 
tiff's lands.  This  emptied  the  water  off 
the  defendant's  land  much  sooner,  and  as 
a  consequence,  precipitated  it  much  more 
rapidly,  and  in  increased  volume  on  the 
plaintiff's  land,  thereby  flooding  a  por- 
tion of  his  lands,  and  rendering  them  un- 
cultivable.  It  was  ruled  that  the  ''de- 
fendant had  no  right,  by  ditches  or 
otherwise,  to  cause  water  to  flow  on  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff,  which,  in  the 
absence  of  such  ditches,  would  have 
flowed  in  a  different  direction.  As  to 
the  water  theretofore  accustomed  to  flow 
on  the  lauds  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant was  not  bound  to  remain  inactive. 
He  was  permitted  to  so  ditch  his  own 
lands,  or  to  drain  them,  provided  he  did 
so  with  a  prudent  regard  to  the  welfare 
of  his  neighbor,  and  provided  he  did  no 
more  than  concentrate  the  water,  and 
cause  it  to  flow  more  rapidly,  and  in 
greater  volume  on  the  inferior  heritage. 
This,  however,  must  be  weighed  and  de- 
cided with  a  proper  reference  to  the  value 
and  necessity  of  the  improvement  to  the 
superior  heritage,  contrasted  with  the 
injury  to  the  inferior ;  and  even  the  li- 
cense must  be  conceded  with  great 
caution  and  prudence.  It  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  to  determine,  on  the  facts 
of  each  particular  case,  under  proper 
instructions  from  the  court :  "  Hughes 
T.  Anderson,  68  Ala.  280;  B.  0.  44 
Amer.  Bep.  147. 

MissouBi  C  ASBS. — The  Missouri  cases 
are  in  much  confusion,  first  following  the 
dvil  law:  Lumier  v.  Francis,  23  Mo. 
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Co.f  71  Id.  £37;  s.  o.  9&  Am.  Hep* 
479  ;  5  Am,  k  Eng*      R.  Cu.  f4. 

Other  ciis«5  Efc?i?tii  to  follow  the  common- 
law  rule :  Afurnktri  KanmM  Citxf^  ^c, 
Ed.  Co.,  72  3Io.  514  ;  a,  €,  5  Am,  & 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas,  79  ;  McCormick  Knn- 
§at  lU.  Co.,  70  Mc.  359  ; 

JonfMV.  IJannovanj  55  Id.  462  ;  AfcCor- 
mick  v.  A'rni^  tVf_y,  jj-e.,  Virf.  Co.^  57 
Id.  433,  In  tbg  jut<?st  eiis«  the  c::oQrt 
iwitiga  buck  to  the  civil- law  rule  ;  Ben- 
*on  T»  Chicago  ^  Alton  lid,  Co.,  78  Mo* 
904. 

New  IlAiiPsiHtaiE  KtrtK.^ — The  New 
Hampshire  court  ptin^uefi  a  middle 
course,  it  wo^ild  swm,  between  the  two 
Accepted  ralcB*  hi  Baswlt  v,  $a/ishuri/ 
Man/.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  ;  28  Id. 
43a ;  3  Am.  L.  Reg.  2^3,  it  w&a  held 
in  respect  io  wntci'  pcrcolnting  throti^ 
the  soil  that  the  landowner* 9  right  10  ob- 
struct or  divert  it  is  limited  to  what  Is 
nccc^tary  in  the  r«aiSoniible  nse  of  hh 
own  land.  In  Stctei  t»  Cutis ,  50  N. 
H.  439  ;  «.  0.  11  Am-  L.  Reg.  11,  ibe 
same  rul^i  waa  npplied  to  sarfaoC' water- 
In  Vermont  a  role  not  very  diiiffiroilar 
from  the  New  Hampfihire  rnlc  was  fol- 
lowed i  Beard  r.  .U«r/%,  37  Vt.  99  ■ 
Chaifii^ld  V,  WUmn,  28  Id.  49. 

The  principal  caae  does  not  diflfer 
greatly  from  the  rub  of  thepe  l&st  three 
cases  ;  and,  perhaps,  on  tlie  whole,  they 


annoimce  the  mmi  jatt  and  eqoi 

DocTEJiti   Applicable  10  : 
RtTLBfi. — All  th*  caaes  agree,  bow 
whatever  rule  they  may  pnrE^nct  tha 
adjoiainjf  kndowner  cannot  (^ait. 
face-waterinto  a  body  and  dJsch&t 
a  masi  or  body  npon  his  neighbor'  - 
Surh  IS  the  recent  Englii^h  ea*e  of  h  ; 
r.  LimCft^yrvy         /?^,  Co.,  an  An 
Reg,  633  ;  a,  c.  50  L.  T.  472  ;  Wi 
Moitisofif   75   i£id*   241  ;  Giiti^m 
Chartegtm,  Ifi         Va.  SSS ;  % 
V,  Mttclur,  L.  R.,  3  E.  &  L  Ap. 
330  ;  T^midttm  r.  Ffl^Aoe,  It  tnd, 
T^U  V.  C/I/^^fl»,  2i  Ohio  St.  247  , 
10  Am.  Rep.  732  \  OgbHrn  v,  t  \i 
46  Cal.  a4g  ;      c.  13  Am.  Rep.  21 
Nor  can  the  owner  of  the  nppcr 
law  folly  discharge  the  Wfiter<  i 
natural  pond  or  Teg^rvoir  of  fur 
water  through  an  artiticiaj  dtanne 
rectly  over  the  land  of  another;  i 
grtt0  W  Et^ansiilU,  25  Wis.  L>23  ; 
3  Am.  Rep*  50  ;  Livin^stm*  v,  Mr 
aid,  21  Iowa  160,  (an  nnder-gn 
ditch)  ;  Foot  v.  /Jronjtow,  4  Lans. 
nor  iVtira  springs  :  CnrtU  v»  Eo^/fm 
Co.,  98  Ma^s,  423  :  even  tliougb  it 
naturally  that  way ;  M€C&rniick% 
Md.  Co.,  70  Mo.  359  ;  a.  cr.  35 
Rep,  4 SI  I  Giilimay.  CAttr^wfoff,  1< 
Va.  282. 

W.  W.  TfiOBSTO 

.Craw fiords ville,  led. 


Supreme  Court  of  Caltfomia. 

HART  V.  WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANIT. 

A  tfkgniph  esompktiy  is  liable  for  whatever  loss  naturally  and  in  tbe  usual  « 
of  things  foUowB  from  its  failure  to  transmit  a  meRPOge  promptly  and  corrc 
althtiugh  such  message  was  written  in  cipher,  or  was  otbcrwise  nninidligibk  n 
company. 

A  stipulation  printed  on  a  blank  upon  which  a  telejrraph  messag*  is  sent,  pur] 
Ing  to  exempt  the  tdegraph  company  from  all  Uability  for  mistakes  or  delars  ii 
transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery  of  any  nnrcpented  metsage,  wbi 
happening  by  the  neglie^*ice  of  its  aervanti  or  otherwise,  bejoud  the  amDunt  ftee 
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for  lending  the  same,  is  Toid  for  want  of  consideration.  Such  company  cannot  stipn- 
Ute  against  or  limit  its  liabilitj  for  mistakes  happening  in  consequence  of  its  own 
fanlt,  such  as  want  of  proper  skill  or  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  its  operators,  or 
the  use  of  dcfectire  instmments.  Soch  company  is  exempt  only  for  errors  arising 
fiom  causes  beyond  its  control,  and  the  burden  of  showing  such  exemption  rests 
vpon  it,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  an  alleged  loss. 

A  telegraph  company  is  not  liable  for  a  lots  arising  from  a  mistake  in  the  trans- 
minion  of  a  message,  when  such  mistake  was  occasioned  by  a  break  in  the  electric 
corrent,  prodooed  by  atmospheric  influences  beyond  the  company's  control. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Ross,  J.— On  the  15th  day  of  December  1882,  the  plaintiff 
delivered  to  the  defendant,  at  its  Stockton  office  this  message : 

^*Ge4>rge  W.  McNear^  San  Francisco : — Buy  bail  barley  falun; 
report  by  mail.  George  Hart." 

The  message  was  promptly  transmitted  and  delivered  as  written, 
except  that  the  word  ^^bail"  was  changed  to  the  word  ^^bain." 
By  the  private  cipher  code  of  McNear,  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
message,  the  word  ^^bail"  means  one  hundred  tons,"  and  the  word 
"bain"  means  "two  hundred  and  twenty-five  tons."  As  the  mes- 
sage was  delivered  it  directed  McNear  to  buy  for  the  account  of  the 
plaintiff  two  hundred  and  twenty-five  tons  of  barley,  whereas  as  it 
was  written  by  the  plaintiff,  McNear  was  directed  to  buy  on  plain- 
tiff's account  one  hundred  tons  only.  Acting  on  the  message 
received,  McNear  bought  for  plaintiff  two  hundred  tons  of  barley. 
When  the  plaintiff  discovered  that  fact  he  notified  the  defendant 
that  one  hundred  tons  had  been  bought  in  excess  of  that  directed 
to  be  bought  by  the  original  message,  and  asked  the  defendant  what 
he  should  do  with  the  surplus  so  purchased.  Defendant  refused  to 
give  any  instruction  in  regard  to  it.  Plaintiff  thereupon  sold  the 
barley  at  the  highest  market  rate,  his  loss  on  the  extra  one  hundred 
tons  being  (429.82.  It  is  for  the  loss  thus  sustained  by  him  that 
the  action  is  brought. 

At  the  trial  the  only  proof  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  show  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  the  admitted  fact  that  the 
message  was  delivered  in  its  altered  form.    It  was  also  admitted 
iht  the  message  was  written  by  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  printed  form 
prepared  by  the  defendant,  underneath  the  words  "send  the  follow- 
iDg  message,  subject  to  the  above  terms,  which  are  hereby  agreed 
tO)"  and  that  among  the  "  above  terms"  referred  to  are  the  follow- 
in;:  <c  rp^  guard  against  mistakes  or  delays,  the  sender  of  a  message 
iould  QYdev  it  repeated;  that  is,  telegraphed  back  to  the  originating 
XXXIII.— 41 
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office  for  comparison.  For  this,  one-half  the  regular  rate  is  ch 
in  atldition.  It  h  agreed  between  the  sender  of  the  fotlewit^g 
sage  and  this  compaoj,  that  said  company  shall  not  Habl 
mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  deli  very »  or  for  Don-' 
ery  of  any  unrepealed  message,  whether  happening  by  neglii 
of  its  servants  or  otherwisej  beyond  the  amount  received  for  sei 
the  same ;  nor  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  tranemission  or  deli 
or  for  non-delivery  of  any  repeated  message  beyond  fifty  timi 
mm  received  for  sending  the  same^  unless  specially  insured 
in  any  case  for  delays  arising  from  unavoidable  interruptio 
the  working  of  its  linesj  or  for  errors  in  cipher  or  obscure 
sages/' 

That  the  message  in  question  was  not  "repeated"  is  com 
by  the  plaintifl*  It  further  appears  in  the  case  that  no  explan 
of  the  meaning  of  the  dispatch  was  made  by  the  plain tilf  at  the 
he  delivered  it  to  the  defendant,  for  which  reason,  and  bec-auf 
is  claimed,  the  message  under  consideration  was  in  cipher,  a 
lant  contends  that  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  price  paid  fo 
transmission  of  the  telegram — in  this  case,  thirty  cents.  In 
port  of  this  point  it  is  said  by  counsel  that  the  decisions  of  al 
conrta  uniformly  declare  that  unless  the  importance  of  the  mei 
is  shown  either  by  its  own  terms  or  by  explanation  made  U 
person  receiving  it  in  behalf  of  the  telegraph  company,  no  dan 
are  recoverable  for  failure  or  delay  in  transmission  beyond 
price  paid  for  that  purpose/' 

In  this  appellant's  counsel  is  mistaken.  The  cases  cited  by 
undoubtedly  sustciin  the  point  he  makes,  and  there  are  other  i 
to  the  mame  effect*  Some  of  those  decisions  were  based  on 
sag^  which  were  in  cipher,  and  others,  messages  which,  the 
not  in  cipher,  did  not  themselves  disclose  the  extent  or  impoi 
any  iransaction  had  in  contemplation  by  ihe  partiea.  In  I 
cases  substantial  damages  were  refused  because  neither  the 
sages  nor  other  information  given  made  known  to  the  opei 
what  was  contemplated.  Hence,  it  was  ruled  that  plaintiff  c 
not  recover  of  the  telegraph  company  what,  not  understandin 
could  not  have  contemplated  as  the  effect  of  a  miscarriage  or  c 
failure. 

While  not  doubting  the  general  rule  that  damages  mnst  be  j 
as  may  be  fairly  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the  contemplij 
of.  the  parties  when  they  made  the  contract ;  that  is^  such  as  m 
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be  naturally  expected  to  follow  its  violation,  we  do  question  and 
thiDl  not  sound  the  applieatim  of  that  rule  as  made  in  the  class 
of  cases  to  which  allusion  is  above  made. 

Telegraph  companies  have  conferred  upon  them  by  law  certain 
privileges,  among  them  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  they  are 
charged  with  certain  duties,  among  them  the  obligation  to  send 
promptly  and  correctly  such  messages  as  are  intrusted  to  them. 
Of  coarse,  if  illegibly  written,  the  operator  may  reject  a  message; 
bat  if  plainly  written,  his  duty  is  to  send  it  as  written.    Why  has 
he  the  right  to  know  what  the  message  refers  to  ?    In  what  way 
would  such  knowledge  aid  him  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  to  send 
it  correctly?      One  of  the  great  attractions,"  say  Scott  and  Jar- 
n&gin,  in  their  treatise  on  the  law  of  telegraphs,  §  404,  which 
this  mode  of  communication  presents,  is  the  brevity  of  the  dispatch ; 
such  abbreviations  being  used  in  many  cases  as  will  enable  the 
person  for  whom  it  is  intended  alone  to  understand  it ;  and,  hence, 
the  vast  amount  of  business  the  telegraph  operator  is  capable  of 
transacting  in  the  transmission  and  delivery  of  messages.    So  that 
an  explanation  of  the  meaning,  importance  and  bearing  of  each 
message  would  be  an  insufferable  annoyance,  and,  in  the  multi- 
plicity of  messages  delivered  for  transmission,  could  not  be  remem- 
bered, even  if  the  time  could  be  spared  to  listen  to  it ;  and  it  would 
rarely  afford  any  benefit  or  advantage  to  the  company  after  the 
information  was  communicated."    Proceeding,  these  writers  say, 
and  say  correctly,  that  though  the  company,  through  its  agents, 
may  not  know  the  meaning  of  the  particular  message,  they  do  know 
that  messages  of  great  value  and  importance,  involving  heavy  losses 
in  each  case  of  failure,  or  delay,  or  mistake  in  their  transmission, 
are  constantly  sent  over  their  wires ;  and  they  do  know  that  they 
hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  prepared  at  all  times  and  for 
all  persons,  to  transmit  messages  of  this  description.    And  the  rule 
of  damages,  as  applied  to  telegraph  companies,  is  there  deduced, 
which  we  think  the  true  rule,  namely,  that,  although  the  message 
be  unintelligible  to  the  company,  yet  as  its  undertaking  was  to 
transmit  the  message  promptly  and  correctly,  both  parties  contem- 
plated that,  whatever  loss  should  naturally,  and  in  the  usual  course 
of  things,  follow  a  violation  of  that  obligation,  the  company  should 
be  responsible  for.    The  same  conclusion  was  reached  by  the 
Saprenae  Court  of  Alabama  in  the  case  entitled  Doughtry  v.  Tht 
'American  Union  Telegraph  Company^  decided  in  December  1883, 
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m  Mtft     wUdi  win  lie  bud  at  page  731,  46  American  Repo 
iy  tke  Covtt  of  Appaali  of  Virginia  in  the  case  of  the  West 
Cwim  Teiegw^  Om^am^w.  Rrynold$,  77  Va.  173.    See,  a 
ITiTiBtiiBW  V.  Tike  IndepemdewU  Line  of  Telegraphy  1  Daly  47 
It  »  also  eoDteDd€d  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  corporation  t 
m  the  message  in  qnesuon        not    repeated,"  defendant  is 
responsible  under  an j  drcimi^taBCcs  beyond  the  amount  received 
m  transmission  ;  and  this  because  it  is  so  declared  in  the  conditi 
printed  at  the  head  of  the  form  upon  which  the  dispatch  was  writt 
and  to  which,  as  is  claimed^  the  plaintiff  assented.  There 
nnmerotis  eases  that  hold  that  ^ ach  a  rule  on  the  part  of  the  c< 
pflDy  is  reasonable,  valid  and  binding  on  the  sender  of  the  messa 
The  cases  that  so  hold  are  too  numerous  to  be  here  referred  tc 
det^iU    They  will  be  found  collated  in  a  note  to  the  case  of 
WeMtern  Unian  Tdegrapk  Company  y.  Blanchard^  reported  in 
American  Reports,  page  But  there  are  many  cases  to 

contrary,  and  the  latter  class  we  think  based  on  the  better  reas 
In  the  first  place  we  agree  with  the  Supreme  Court  of  lUin 
in  the  cai*e  of  Tiller  v.  W€»t€rn  Union  Telegraph  Company^ 
111.  421,  and  6,  c,  74  Ilh  170,  where  it  is  held  that  the  regulat 
ref|uiring  messages  to  be  repeated  is  not  a  contract  binding  in  h 
for  the  reason  that  the  law  imposed  upon  the  company  duties  to 
performed,  for  the  performance  of  which  it  was  entitled  to  a  0€ 
pcnBation  fixed  by  itself,  and  which  the  sender  had  no  choice  1 
to  pay  ;  that  amonc^  those  duties  was  that  of  transmitting  messa^ 
correctly  ;  that  the  tariff  paid  was  the  consideration  for  the  p 
form  an  ee  of  this  duty  in  each  particular  case,  and  when  the  char^ 
were  paid  the  duty  of  the  company  began,  and  there  was,  the; 
fore^  no  consideration  for  the  supposed  contract  requiring  the  send 
to  repeat  the  mcsi^age  at  an  additional  cost  of  fifty  per  cent,  of  t 
original  charge.    To  the  same  effect  is  Bartlett  v.  Western  Uni 
Telegraph  Company^  62  Me.  218,  and  Candee  against  the  sai 
company,  34  Wis.  477^  where  the  court  say:  "Aside  from  tl 
objections  resting  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  and  which  forb 
tlie  company  from  stipulating  for  immunity  from  the  consequenc 
of  its  own  wrongful  nets,  it  seenia  very  clear  to  us  that  there  ci 
be  no  consideration  for  such  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  sendi 
t>f  the  message,  and  that,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  it  is  void  f( 
that  reason,  although  cjiacted  by  the  company  and  fully  assentc 
by  him.    Either  the  company  enters  into  a  contract  with  bin 
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and  takes  npon  itself  the  burden  of  some  sort  of  legal  obligation  to 
send  the  message,  or  it  does  not.  It  would  be  manifestly  against 
reason  and  what  all  must  assume  to  be  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
to  saj  that  no  contract  whatever  is  made  between  them,  and  nobody, 
not  efen  the  officers  or  representatives  of  the  company,  asserts  such 
a  doctrine.  It  would  seem  utterly  absurd  to  assert  it.  Holding 
itself  out  as  ready  and  willing  and  able  to  perform  the  service  for 
whosoever  comes  and  pays  the  consideration  itself  had  fixed  and 
declared  to  be  sufficient,  and  actually  receiving  such  consideration, 
it  cannot  be  denied,  we  think,  that  a  legal  obligation  arises  and 
duty  exists  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  transmit  the  message 
with  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  according  to  the  request  of  the 
sender.  Such  being  the  attitude  of  the  company,  and  the  obliga- 
tion which  it  assumes  by  accepting  the  payment,  the  question 
arising  is,  whether  it  can  at  the  same  time,  and  as  a  part  of  the 
very  act  of  creating  the  obligation,  exact  and  receive  from  the  other 
party  to  the  contract  a  release  from  it.  The  regulations  under 
consideration,  if  looked  upon  as  reasonable  and  valid,  completely 
nullify  the  contract  by  absolving  the  company  from  all  obligation 
to  perform  it,  and  the  party  delivering  the  message  gets  nothing  in 
return  for  the  price  of  transmission  paid  by  him.  Is  it  possible 
for  the  company,  or  for  any  other  party  entering  into  a  contract  for 
a  valuable  consideration  received,  to  promise  and  not  to  promise, 
or  to  create  and  not  to  create  an  obligation  or  duty,  at  one  and  the 
same  moment  and  by  one  and  the  same  act?  The  inconsistency 
and  impossibility  of  such  things  are  obvious.  But  if  there  were  no 
such  difficulties,  or  if  the  occasion  or  circumstances  were  such  that 
a  valid  release  mi'ght  be  executed,  and  it  be  regarded  in  that  light, 
still  the  objection  exists  that  there  is  no  consideration  whatever  to 
support  it,  and  it  must  be  held  void  on  that  ground.  If  it  be  urged 
that  the  sender  receives  his  consideration  in  the  reduced  price  of 
transmission,  or  because  the  company  undertakes  to  send  the  mes- 
sage at  one-half  the  usual  rate  of  transmitting  day  messages,  that 
argument  ends  in  proving  that  the  company  does  not  undertake  to 
Bend  the  message  at  all,  and  that  no  contract  or  agreement  on  its 
part  is  made  or  entered  into  for  that  purpose.  If  the  company 
promises  or  binds  itself  at  all  for  the  rate  or  consideration  named, 
Aod  frbich  it  is  willing  to  and  does  accept,  then  the  smallness  of 
8Qcb  consideration  cannot  operate  to  relieve  from  the  promise  or 
to  destroy  the  obligation  thus  created.    Regarding  the  regulations 
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m  Ut«  of  eorreet  pnUi 
fc*  prm  to  them  as  a  means  o: 
R  if  (fe  enpuiy  firon  all  litbilit; 
ragiJatioDi  cannot  sem 
naaltiBg  from  the  gn 
i(  or  from  the  entire  i 
for  socb  failure  boin| 

W*  tbaiftn  koU  Aaft  tke  «i|ialBliuu  pviponing  to  ex< 
>  tl  BiMiiy  for  mistakes  or  d 
\  ar  defimj,  ar  fir  aaB-delirezr  of  any  nni 
,  wbetbcr  happeaag     B^l^igCMe  of  its  servants  c 
wi»e,  bejODd  tlie  iwMat  rcccmd  fir  itiidiBg  tli«  same,  is 
WMt  of  a  eoaridention  to  trnffttt  iL  Aad  fiirther,  that  i 
competent  for  tdegtapli  torngmmm  toMipahte  against  or  tin 
liability  for  mistakes  bappemag  a  w>iMji|Bumi]  of  tbeir 
•ueh  as  want  of  proper  skiU  or  mimuj  tm  on  tbe  part 
op«ratora  or  tbe  use  of  defcctiTe  iasintiiMolB.    See  aoi 
above  cited  and  Sweatland  t.  JH.  /■  Mm.  JVt  Co.,  27  low 
Woifv.  WeiUrn  Union,  62  Pe«i.  St.  83;  Breete  v.  U. 
Cfe.,  48  N.  Y.  182 ;  U.  &  TtL  O.  j.  GOdmltve,  29  Mc 
Wettem  Unvm  v.  Buekanan,  35  lad.  429  :  JIUard  v  1 
Un^,  33  Wis.  553;  Tel  Co.  t.  QrimM,  47  Ohio  St.  30 
We  thmk  the  true  rule  ia,  that  such  eompanies  are  exem 
for  errore  arising  from  causes  beyond  their  o»o  control.  A 
would  seem  to  be  the  rule  adopted  by  sutute  in  this  state ; 
i  2,  162,  of  the  civil  code,  it  is  declared:  "A  carrier  of  m 
for  reward  mu»t  use  great  care  and  diligence  in  the  tnu>» 
and  delivery  of  messages.    A  carrier  «y  teUgraph  tnuH  t 
utmost  diligence  therein." 

We  are  further  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  having  prov 
mistake  in  the  message  as  delivered,  the  onus  waa  upon  the  , 
ant  to  show  how  it  occurred:  Ttfler  r.We»tem  Union  Tel 
Co.,  tupra. 

If  the  error  was  caused  by  atmospheric  disturbaacca,  or  a  m< 
ary  displacement  of  the  wires,  the  defendant  knew  it  and  ou 
•how  It.  This  defendant  undertook  to  do  on  the  trial  in  the 
below.  There  was  tesUmony  given  tending  to  show  that  befoi 
at  the  time  the  message  in  question  was  sent  trouble  was  e 
tnced  in  the  transmission  of  dispatches,  owing  to  the  eonditi 
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the  weather;  that  it  was  foggy  and  stormy.  It  was  further  made 
to  appear  that  in  the  telegraphic  code  the  following  lines  and  dots, 
when  transmitted  along  the  wire,  made  the  word  bail 

And  that  the  word    bain**  is  expressed  by  the  following : 

There  was  also  testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  operators  at 
Stockton  and  San  Francisco  were  competent,  and  that  the  one 
at  San  Francisco  was  especially  careful  in  the  matter  of  this  dis- 
patch. The  latter  testified  that  she  took  particular  pains  with  the 
message  in  question,  ''as  is  shown  by  the  mark  under  one  of 
the  cipher  words — the  last  word,  because  it  was  an  unusual  word — 
'falun.*  I  asked  Mr.  Dixon  to  repeat  it,  and  I  put  a  little  mark, 
*  X,*  under  it,  to  show  that  it  was  repeated.  The  other  words  being 
ordinary  words,  I  paid  no  attention  to,  because  it  is  something  very 
likely  to  be  received  in  any  message.'* 

There  was  also  given  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  further  testimony 
tending  to  show  that  the  error  resulting  in  the  change  of  the  word 
"bail**  to.  ''bain,**  was  caused  by  a  break  in  the  electric  current, 
and  that  this,  in  turn,  was  caused  by  atmospheric  influences  pre- 
vailing at  the  time,  and,  of  course,  beyond  the  control  of  defendant. 
If  such  was  the  fact,  the  verdict  should  have  been  for  the  defend- 
ant. But  it  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  under  appropriate 
instructions  from  the  court.  The  court  should  have  told  the  jury 
that  the  mistake  in  the  message,  as  delivered,  being  admitted,  the 
presumption  was  that  it  occurred  through  the  negligence  of  defend- 
ant, but  that  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  the  mistake 
occurred  through  a  cause  or  causes  beyond  defendant's  control,  such 
as  a  break  in  the  electric  current,  produced  by  atmospheric  influ- 
ences, their  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant.  We  think  this 
question,  which  was  the  turning  one  in  the  case,  was  not  fairly 
submitted  to  the  jury  in  the  court  below,  and  we  must,  therefore, 
remand  the  case  for  a  new  trial. 
Judgment  and  order  reversed  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

^^cIKiNSTBT  J.,  and  MoKee,  J.,  concurred. 
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Supreme  Judkial  CQurt  of  MoMmchmetU, 
CHARLES  H.  CLEMENT     WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAP 

A  stipuUili^n  in  «  telegrftph  bl&nk  thjti  tbe  compiaxtj  ehall  tiot  be  Uabk 
takes  or  d^laja  in  the  traiismissioa  or  deliverj  of  anv  unrepeatt'd  message, 
hnppcoing  by  tietjligtucc  or  othcrwiacj  bejond  the  Amount  received  for  sen 
same,  tfi  vnlid  and  binding,  atid  th^  tender  of  snch  a  mirsaag^  u&nnot  recove 
the  amount  paid,  even  thon^b  tbe  delny  vftM  caused  by  t\vtt  n«gLigi*nce  of 
pan,v^5  icrvaut  in  dciiTering  tbe  message. 

ALthotjgh  tbe  tclcf^rapb  blank  with  tbe  printed  contlitions  is  not  oficdf  if  rl 
is  aware  of  the  conditiotu;  under  which  the  compdnj  by  itfi  rules  accepts  «[ 
miu  mcsaages,  be  is  bound  bj  smch  conditions. 

Tort  for  iojijries  suatained  by  the  plaintiff  in  conscqiie 
tbe  neglect  of  the  detendant  seasonably  to  deliver  a  mestfSj 
bj  telegraph.  In  the  Superior  Conrt^  the  case  was  sent 
auilitor,  who  found  the  following  facts: 

On  April  27 th  1880,  the  plaintiifj  who  lived  in  naverhill 
libel  of  divorce  pending  in  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court,  tl 
ting  in  Salem,  and  had  arranged  with  H.  P,  Moulton,  hb  at 
to  give  him  notice  when  the  case  waa  to  come  on.  The  case 
in  order  for  tbe  nejct  day,  Moulton,  on  the  27th,  left  at  thi 
of  tbe  American  Union  Telegraph  Company  in  Salem  the 
ing  message:  Salem,  April  27th  18S0.  To  Chailea  H.  CI 
2  Benjamin  Street,  Haverhill,  Maaa-  Come  to-morrow  wi 
neascB,    IL  P,  Moulton." 

The  oflSce  at  the  time  was  in  charge  of  the  office  boy  onl 
nothing  was  said  as  to  whether  the  American  Union  Tel 
Company  had  a  line  to  Haverhill  or  not.  That  company  1 
line  to  Haverhill,  and  the  operator,  upon  her  return  to  thf 
finding  this  message,  endeavored  ineffectually  to  communical 
Moulton,  but  not  finding  him  at  his  oiSce,  ihe  left  a  note  f( 
stating  the  fact,  and  that  the  message  had  been,  or  would  b 
by  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company,  Not  being  i 
inform  Moulton  that  her  company  bar]  no  line  to  Haver h 
tore  off  the  heading  printed  upon  the  blank  above  the  ir 
written,  and  ?ent  the  message  to  the  office  of  the  Western 
Telegraph  Company,  also  in  Salem,  for  transmission  to  Ha? 
and  it  was  there  received  by  the  defendant  s  agent  and  duly 
jnitted  to  their  office  in  Haverhilh  The  message  did  not  apj 
have  been  rewritten  upon  a  blank  of  the  defendant  eompat 
the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  defendant  by  lu 
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provided  that  messages  should  be  sent  over  its  line,  as  set  forth  in 
the  form  or  blank  in  ase  by  it,  were  in  fact  known  to  Moukon,  and 
this  form  of  blank  had  been  in  use  by  him  in  sending  messages  by 
the  defendant's  line.  Subsequently  to  the  sending  of  the  message, 
and  after  April  27  th,  the  operator  of  the  American  Union  Tele- 
graph Company  explained  to  Moulton  how  it  was  sent  by  that  line, 
and  Moulton  said  to  her  that  it  was  all  right. 

The  form  in  use  by  the  defendant  corporation  contained,  among 
other  stipulations  the  following:  "All  messages  taken  by  this  com- 
pany subject  to  the  following  terms  :  To  guard  against  mistakes  or 
delays,  the  sender  of  a  message  should  order  it  repeated  ;  that  is, 
telegraphed  back  to  the  originating  office  for  comparison.  For 
this,  one  half  the  regular  rate  is  charged  in  addition.  It  is  agreed 
between  the  sender  of  the  following  message  and  this  company, 
that  said  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the 
transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery,  of  any  unrepoated  mes- 
sage, whether  happening  by  negligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise, 
beyond  the  amount  received  for  sending  the  same." 

The  message  was  received  at  the  office  of  the  defendant  in  Haver- 
hill about  fifteen  minutes  before  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening  of 
April  27th  1880.  It  was  held  at  the  office  until  the  hour  of  clos- 
ing, at  eight  o'clock,  when  it  was  given  with  others  to  the  messenger 
boy  for  delivery.  The  plaintiff  lived  at  No.  2  Benjamin  Street,  in 
Haverhill,  distant  from  the  defendant's  office  something  more  than 
half  a  mile.  There  was  no  evidence  whether  any  effort  was  made 
by  the  messenger  to  deliver  the  message,  except  the  fact  that  the 
message  was  returned  to  the  office  the  next  morning  with  the 
report  that  he  could  not  find  the  plaintiff.  The  message  was  not 
in  fact  received  by  the  plaintiff  until  May  2d. 

On  April  28th  the  case  was  reached  in  its  order,  and  the  court 
ordered  the  libel  dismissed  because  the  libellant  and  his  witnesses 
were  not  present.  The  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  attend  court  was 
by  reason  of  the  non-delivery  of  Moulton's  message  aforesaid  in 
season  for  the  plaintiff  or  his  witnesses  to  be  in  attendance  when 
the  case  was  reached. 

The  plaintiff  had  incurred  expense  for  counsel  fees  in  the  libel 
suit,  and  for  the  attendance  of  himself  and  witnesses  at  prior  terms 
of  the  court,  and  for  the  libellee's  costs. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  auditor  fonnd  that  the  message  in  question 
was  sent  upon  and  subject  to,  the  condition  and  agreement,  that, 
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maltm  h  ww&  re|>emied  or  insured^  ito  damages  beyond  tbe  cc 
tile  m&^mge  oould  l>e  r^cQvered  far  any  failure  or  delay  in  ihi 
wy  of  it,  that  the  defendant,  by  its  agents,  was  guilty  of 
ficgligence  in  not  deliTeriug  said  message  to  the  pkintiiT,  or  j 
place  of  abode,  to  which  k  waa  directed  ;  that  tbe  message  wa 
by  Moultoa  under  an  arrangement  and  agreemeDt  that  the  pi 
should  so  receive  notice  when  his  case  was  to  be  reached  in 
for  trial,  but  that  the  defendant  and  its  agents  receiving  and 
fitting  aaid  mesfiago  were  not  informed  of  the  circtimstances 
which  it  was  sent,  nor  as  to  ita  importancet  or  of  any  espec 
peculiar  injury  or  damage  that  might  result  from  neglect  or  f 
to  iransmit  or  deliver  the  same;  and  that  the  defendant  w? 
liable  for  the  items  of  damage  claimed,  except  for  the  sa 
twenty-five  cents  paid  for  the  cost  of  the  message,  with  ic 
thereon  from  the  date  of  the  writ. 

In  the  Superior  Court,  the  case  was  tried  before  RocKiirBt 
witiiout  a  jury,  on  the  auditors  report.  The  judge  ruled  ih 
pi, -lint iff  only  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  paid  for  fie 
thu  mesBagc,  and  found  for  him  accordingly.  The  plaintiff  a 
exceptiotji. 

It,      Merrill  and  J,  0,  Warditrdl  for  the  plaintiff. 
(?,  8,  HaU  and  (7,  J?',  Walcott,  for  the  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

MoHTOH,  C,  J- — The  evidence  was  sufficient  to  justify  th 
ditor  and  the  presiding  justice  of  the  Superior  Court  in  findin 
the  contract  with  the  defendant,  made  by  the  plaintiff  throuj 
agent  Moulton  was  subject  to  tbe  conditions  and  stipulation! 
tained  in  the  form  issued  by  the  defendant  One  of  these  st 
tioos  is  as  follows :  "  It  is  agreed  between  the  sender  of  the  f 
ing  message  and  this  company,  that  said  company  shall  not  be 
for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  delivery,  or  for 
delivery,  of  any  unrepeated  message,  whether  happening  bj 
ligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise,  beyond  the  amount  rei 
for  sending  the  same/* 

It  has  been  held  in  this  common  wealthy  that  a  regulati 
stipulation  of  this  character  ia  reasonable  and  binding  upon  th 
ties  to  it ;  GrimieU  v.  Wedem  Union  Telegraph  Co.^  113 
290,  and  cases  cited*    In  the  case  at  bar,  the  plaintiff  di( 
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repeat  his  message,  and  it  follows  that,  under  the  contract  which 
be  made,  he  can  recover  only  twenty-five  cents,  the  cost  of  the 
message. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that,  as  the  auditor  has  found  that  the 
defendant  by  its  agents  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  not 
delivering  the  message  seasonably,  this  stipulation  does  not  exempt 
the  defendant  from  liability  for  the  damages  actually  sustained. 

The  only  negligence  shown  in  this  case  was  an  unexplained 
delay  in  delivering  the  message  on  the  part  of  the  messenger  boy, 
to  whom  it  was,  after  its  receipt,  entrusted  for  delivery.  It  may 
be  that  the  company  might  be  guilty  of  some  fraudulent  or  gross 
negligence  in  transmitting  or  delivering  a  message,  so  that  it 
would  not  be  protected  by  its  regulation  from  liability  for  the 
aetaal  damages,  though  in  excess  of  the  sum  stipulated.  But  the 
negligence  of  the  messenger  boys  in  delivering  messages  was  plainly 
contemplated  by  the  parties  when  they  entered  into  the  stipula- 
tion ;  and  there  are  no  principles  of  public  policy  which  should 
prevent  the  company  from  stipulating  that  it  will  not  be  responsible 
for  such  negligence  beyond  a  fixed  amount,  unless  it  receives  a 
reasonable  compensation  for  assuming  further  responsibility. 

Without  discussing  the  question  as  to  what  is  the  difference,  if 
any,  between  ordinary  and  gross  negligence,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  only  negligence  proved  in  this  case  was  such  negligence  as  the 
parties  intended  to  include  in  their  stipulation ;  and  that  such 
stipulation,  as  applied  to  such  negligence,  is  reasonable  and  valid. 
It  follows  that  the  Superior  Court  rightly  ruled  and  found  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  only  twenty-five  cents. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


DuTTOF  Tblegraph  Coupanieb  as 
TO  Messages. — Although  there  are  some 
CAMS  to  the  contrary :  Parks  y.  A,  C, 
Tel.  Co.,  13  Cal.  432 ;  Baldwin  r.  U. 
S.  Tel.  Co.,  1  Laos.  135,  the  weight  of 
aathority  clearl  j  is  that  telegraph  compa- 
nies are  not  common  carriers :  Bimey 
r.  N.  Y.  ^  W.  T.  Co.,  18  Md.  341  ; 
W.  U.  r.  Ck).,  V.  Carew,  15  Mich.  535  ; 
BretH  T,  [/.  S.  Tel.  Co.,  45  Barh. 
274. 

They,  bowerer,  exercise  a  puhlic  em- 
ployment, with  duties  and  ohiigations 
>o^ogoti«  to  those  of  common  carriers 


and  other  puhlic  servants:  Graham  y. 
Daois,  4  Ohio  St.  377  ;  Telegraph  Co. 
y.  Griswoldf  37  Id.  31 1 ;  Breese  v.  U. 
S.  Tel.  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  132;  BiBsmore 
y.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  78  Penn.  St.  238 ; 
Tyler  v.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  60  111.  421. 

They  must  transmit  all  prepaid  mes- 
sages presented  for  transmission  (Bfeese 
y.  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.,  48  N.  T.  132),  ex- 
cepting such  as  are  indecent  or  contrary 
to  law  {W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  y.  Ferguson,  57 
Ind.  495),  with  a  care  and  diligence 
adequate  to  the  husiness :  Breese  v.  U. 
S.  Tel.  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  132. 


ikL  I  ami  isaiMYv  daiDttgei  hftre 
IM  Mi  aikyvmlle  fur  wiina  mad  im- 

y,,  fWf  dlspatdko — or  to 
pf  ft  r«Mic  ]UilnT« ;  U* 

IjABtmT. — Tb«tt«tlboil  of  t^otrdog 
l>?rfipfiiisiie«  of  isi  dittifs  Hr 
eoraiMJ  u  Ibtind  in  tlie 
r  resputnitMlitj  wtueh  tliey  incur 

^        St.  SI  U    Gi*nc rally  A  tdc^gniph 
nyiTt^  i$  liiible  for  onj  tosf  or  ilamii^ 
Y-t  |»j  Its  ne^li^npfi  in  Irvtifitnitting 
^  Mitcring  message :  J^.      ^  ir, 
: ,  t,  Dryfmrtf,  35  PeTin*  St,  298 : 
Tr/.  Cb*  y*  GiMtrskvt^  29  Md, 

Ih^iI  llflblE^,  urBj  amongst 


As  iBfiovct^^  votbcr  *  So 

I  lor  one  sftirin^ 
€»  Vspfc}  "  lad  drsTu  no  sue 
ai  Iftk  aMiibiluwIit]^  the 

noftsr  froB  the  persoii  1 
Ac  Asft  «H  paid  *  SiroMM  r 
rdL  C*.,  «  BiK.  For  tl 

C*.  V.  fhehmM  3S  Ind.  430. 

ta^mi  hf  foiln  lo  dtUxier  corr 

Ck,  1  UUlf        iiod  tbe  pliuiia 
M  c Thirl,  liif  resadiigi 
dcbior  hdm  mmg  ilie  eomiMEiT 
For  tha^ag  an  order  to  bo]r  5< 

to(»elotlaTa500:  W.^.Y.O. 
T.  IMot,  15  Grst.  (Vi4  ttS. 
fail&re  to  forwrd  brvond  mi  tale 
office;  r<  S.  Tti.  Cfe.  ffa 
tVan.  St,  t6i.  fbr  ffftdii^  a 
authodting  a  bank  lo  gifc  em 
the  operator  knoir  tho  sender 
the  «i.thifr  bj"  whom  Uie  messt 
ported  to  han^  been  itigncd,  an 
that  the  ^etirkr  Liirl  no  irtihorit 
for  mch  cashier ;  Ek-tMMir,  W. 
Co.,  45  Y.  54t.  For  dtlaj 
ing  a  me«SBge  by  «n  attomev  <! 
[hat  a  ease  **oii  cull**  be  fade! 
aitjoaminent  tin  til  lie  ftiulJ 
^,  fr.  C\  Td»  Cq.^  6  I> 
Btjt  a  telegraph  coiniMitij  is  ti* 
for  errors  or  impf  rrcctiw!  in  t 
ting  mrwa^ea  whkh  aris*  froni 
not  wkhiii  if»  control ;  that  is*  i 
of  the  electricfll  currenf,  irn*giibi 
it*  power  or  efficictiej,  find  jqUt 
or  confuflionB  arising  fjtum  storm  < 
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beat  or  oold  ;  nor  from  imperfections  in 
die  working  of  the  wires  arising  from 
oeoesiaiy  imperfections  or  inherent  char- 
tcteristics  in  the  metals,  or  from  things 
oeoessarilj  pertaining  to  the  business  of 
commnnicatiDg  bjr  telegraph,  or  the  ma- 
cbioerj  and  implements  invented  for  that 
purpose:  White  r.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  U 
¥ed.  R.  710  ;  Sweatland  y.  /.  ^  M.  Tel. 
Co.,  27  la.  433. 

Samb— CoNiTBOTiNO  LiVEB. — Con- 
necting telegraph  companies  are  bound 
to  transmit  messages  at  the  request  of 
Giber  companies,  and  are  liable  for  neg- 
ligence in  not  doing  so  :  Baldwin  y.  U. 
S.  Tel.  Co.,  54  Barb.  505.  The  agency 
of  one  company  to  take  messages  for  an- 
other has  been  presumed  :  Baldwin  y,  U. 
&  Tel.  Co.,  54  Barb.  505  ;  1  Lans. 
US.  But  see  s.  c.  45  N.  T.  744.  A 
limitation  of  liability  applies  only  to  the 
first  company,  and  not  to  succeeding 
eonoocting  lines:  Squire  t.  W.  U.  Tel. 
Co.,  98  Kass.  232.  A  sUtnte  requiring 
telegraph  companies  under  penalty  to 
take  messages  from  connecting  lines  is 
beneficial  to  the  public,  and  should 
be  Uberally  construed :  U.  S.  Tel.  Co. 
T.TT.  U.  Tel.  Co,,  56  Barb.  46.  But 
sseTWny.  Aka  Tel.  Co.,  15  Cal.  472. 
If  the  negligence  be  by  a  connecting 
eompany,  either  the  first  telegraph  com- 
pany or  the  sender  may  sue  for  the  pen- 
sity  :  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.  r.W.  U.  Td.  Co., 
54  Barb.  46 ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Ward, 
S3  Ind.  877. 

CoHSiDEBATioir. — ^Thc  mutual  obli- 
gations of  the  sender  and  the  company 
ire  sufficient  consideration  to  maintain 
the  setion,  althon^  no  money  was  paid 
for  transmission :  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  y. 
Meek,  49  Ind.  53. 

Natum  of  Action. — The  action  for 
damages  for  a  failure  to  deliyer  a  mes- 
«agc  may  be  at  conunon  law  or  by 
statntc.  Although  an  action  ex  delicto 
it  is  foauded  upon  a  contract ;  and  that 
contract  is  the  contract  to  transmit,  not 
tbe  contract  the  benefit  of  which  was  lost 


by  the  telegraph  company's  negligence  : 
W.U.  Tel.  Co.  Y.  Hopkins,  49  Ind.  224. 

Parties. — Either  the  receiver  or  the 
sender  of  a  message  may  sue  tlie  tele- 
graph company  for  negligence  in  trans- 
mitting or  delivering  it:  Atken  y.  Tel. 
Co.,  5  S.  C.  358 ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  y. 
Fenton,  52  Ind.  I ;  Rote  v.  U.  S.  Tel. 
Co.,  3  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  409  ;  34  How. 
Pr.  308 ;  but  it  has  been  decided  that 
the  sender  cannot  sue  a  connecting  tele- 
graph company  for  its  negligence.  He 
must  sue  the  company  with  whom  he 
made  his  contract :  Thum  y.  Aka  Tel. 
Co.,  15  Cal.  473.  In  Maryland  it  is 
decided  that  a  broker  telegraphing  an 
order  may  sue  in  his  own  name,  but 
as  trustee  for  his  principal,  for  dam- 
ages in  delaying  it:  U.  S.  Tel.  Co. 
y.  Gildersleve,  29  Md.  232.  In  New 
York  it  is  decided  that  the  broker  can- 
not sue,  but  the  principal  must :  Rose  y. 
U.  S.  Tel.  Co.,  6  Rob.  305  ;  3  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  409  ;  34  How.  Pr.  308.  In 
California  it  is  held  that  in  order  to  giye 
a  right  of  action  to  the  principal  the  fact 
of  the  agency  must  have  been  disclosed : 
Thum  Y.  Aka  Tel.  Co.^  15  Cal.  472. 

I>EFENCE8.  —  There  are,  however, 
many  exceptions  and  limitations  to  the 
ddctrine  that  a  telegraph  company  is 
liable  for  damages  caused  by  its  delays 
and  errors  in  sending  messages.  Such 
a  company  may  make  reasonable  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  transaction  of  its 
business,  non-observance  of  which  may 
form  a  good  defence  to  an  action  for 
damages  against  it :  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.  y. 
Gilderdeve,  29  Md.  232 ;  Sweatland 
Y.  I.  ^  M.  Tel.  Co.,  27  In.  433  ;  Pass- 
more  v.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  78  Penn.  St. 
238 ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  y.  Graham,  I  Col. 
T.  230 ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  y.  Buchanan. 
35  Ind.  430  ;  Breue  y.  U.  S.  Tel.  Co., 
48  N.  Y.  132. 

Thus,  a  rule  that  the  company  will 
not  be  liable  for  the  correct  transmission 
of  the  message  beyond  the  amount  re- 
ceived therefor,  unless  repeated  at  an 
additional  expense,  is  a  reasonable  rego- 
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a  note  of  which  will  be  found  at  page  781,  46  American  ReportBi 
and  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia  in  the  case  of  theWe9tem 
Union  Telegraph  Ctmpany  v.  Reynoldiy  11  Va.  173.  See,  also, 
Bittenhotue  v.  The  Independent  Line  of  Telegraphy  1  Daly  474. 

It  is  also  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  corporation  that 
as  the  message  in  question  was  not    repeated,"  defendant  is  not 
responsible  under  any  circumstances  beyond  the  amount  received  for 
its  transmission ;  and  this  because  it  is  so  declared  in  the  conditions 
printed  at  the  head  of  the  form  upon  which  the  dispatch  was  written, 
and  to  which,  as  is  claimed,  the  plaintiff  assented.    There  are 
numerous  cases  that  hold  that  such  a  rule  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany is  reasonable,  valid  and  binding  on  the  sender  of  the  message. 
The  cases  that  so  hold  are  too  numerous  to  be  here  referred  to  in 
detail.    They  will  be  found  collated  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  the 
WeBtem  Union  Telegraph  Company  v.  Blanchard^  reported  in  45 
American  Reports,  page  486.    But  there  are  many  cases  to  the 
contrary,  and  the  latter  class  we  think  based  on  the  better  reason. 
In  the  first  place  we  agree  with  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois 
in  the  case  of  Tyler  v.  We%tem  Union  Telegraph  Company^  68 
111.  421,  and  6.  c.  74  111.  170,  where  it  is  held  that  the  regulation 
requiring  messages  to  be  repeated  is  not  a  contract  binding  in  law, 
for  the  reason  that  the  law  imposed  upon  the  company  duties  to  be 
performed,  for  the  performance  of  which  it  was  entitled  to  a  com- 
pensation fixed  by  itself,  and  which  the  sender  had  no  choice  but 
to  pay  ;  that  among  those  duties  was  that  of  transmitting  messages 
correctly ;  that  the  tariff  paid  was  the  consideration  for  the  per- 
formance of  this  duty  in  each  particular  case,  and  when  the  charges 
were  paid  the  duty  of  the  company  began,  and  there  was,  there- 
fore, no  consideration  for  the  supposed  contract  requiring  the  sender 
to  repeat  the  message  at  an  additional  cost  of  fifty  per  cent,  of  the 
original  charge.    To  the  same  effect  is  Bartlett  v.  Western  Union 
Telegraph  Company^  62  Me.  218,  and  Candee  against  the  same 
company,  84  Wis.  477,  where  the  court  say:  ^'Aside  firom  the 
objections  resting  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  and  which  forbid 
the  company  from  stipulating  for  immunity  from  the  consequences 
of  its  own  wrongful  acts,  it  seems  very  clear  to  us  that  there  can 
be  no  consideration  for  such  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  sender 
of  the  message,  and  that,  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  it  is  void  for 
that  reason,  although  exacted  by  the  company  and  fully  assented 
to  by  him.    Either  the  company  enters  into  a  contract  with  him, 
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tod  takes  upon  itself  the  burden  of  some  sort  of  legal  obligation  to 
aend  the  message,  or  it  does  not.  It  woald  be  manifestly  against 
reason  and  what  all  mast  assume  to  be  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
to  saj  that  no  contract  whatever  is  made  between  them,  and  nobody, 
not  even  the  officers  or  representatives  of  the  company,  asserts  such 
a  doctrine.  It  would  seem  utterly  absurd  to  assert  it.  Holding 
itself  out  as  ready  and  willing  and  able  to  perform  the  service  for 
whosoever  comes  and  pays  the  consideration  itself  had  fixed  and 
declared  to  be  sufficient,  and  actually  receiving  such  consideration, 
it  cannot  be  denied,  we  think,  that  a  legal  obligation  arises  and 
duty  exists  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  transmit  the  message 
with  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  according  to  the  request  of  the 
sender.  Such  being  the  attitude  of  the  company,  and  the  obliga- 
tion which  it  assumes  by  accepting  the  payment,  the  question 
arising  is,  whether  it  can  at  the  same  time,  and  as  a  part  of  the 
very  act  of  creating  the  obligation,  exact  and  receive  from  the  other 
party  to  the  contract  a  release  from  it.  The  regulations  under 
consideration,  if  looked  upon  as  reasonable  and  valid,  completely 
nullify  the  contract  by  absolving  the  company  from  all  obligation 
to  perform  it,  and  the  party  delivering  the  message  gets  nothing  in 
return  for  the  price  of  transmission  paid  by  him.  Is  it  possible 
for  the  company,  or  for  any  other  party  entering  into  a  contract  for 
a  valuable  consideration  received,  to  promise  and  not  to  promise, 
or  to  create  and  not  to  create  an  obligation  or  duty,  at  one  and  the 
same  moment  and  by  one  and  the  same  act  ?  The  inconsistency 
and  impossibility  of  such  things  are  obvious.  But  if  there  were  no 
Bach  difficulties,  or  if  the  occasion  or  circumstances  were  such  that 
a  valid  release  mi'ght  be  executed,  and  it  be  regarded  in  that  light, 
still  the  objection  exists  that  there  is  no  consideration  whatever  to 
support  it,  and  it  must  be  held  void  on  that  ground.  If  it  be  urged 
that  the  sender  receives  his  consideration  in  the  reduced  price  of 
transmission,  or  because  the  company  undertakes  to  send  the  mes- 
sage at  one-half  the  usual  rate  of  transmitting  day  messages,  that 
argument  ends  in  proving  that  the  company  does  not  undertake  to 
Bend  the  message  at  all,  and  that  no  contract  or  agreement  on  its 
part  is  made  or  entered  into  for  that  purpose.  If  the  company 
promises  or  binds  itself  at  all  for  the  rate  or  consideration  named, 
and  which  it  is  willing  to  and  does  accept,  then  the  smallness  of 
Buch  consideration  cannot  operate  to  relieve  from  the  promise  or 
to  destroy  the  obligation  thus  created.    Regarding  the  regulations 
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TT.  U.  Tel.  Co,,  11  Neb.  87.  Evidence 
of  a  local  usage  in  the  telegraph  office  is 
inadmissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
contract  bj  which  the  message  was  sent: 
Grinnell  \,W,  U.  Tel.  Co.,  113  Mass. 
299.  Nor  is  evidence  admissible  that  the 
company  made  a  deduction  from  the  pay 
of  the  operator  on  account  of  the  negli- 
gence :  Grinnell  t.  W.  U.  T.  Co.,  113 
Mass.  299. 

Telegrams  are  often  used  as  evidence 
of  contracts  between  the  sender  and  the 
receiver.  The  party  who  sends  an  order 
by  telegraph  makes  the  telegraph  company 
his  agent  to  transmit  and  deliver  it.  He 
is  bound  by  tlie  message  as  delivered : 
Dunning  v.  Roberts,  35  Barb.  463 ;  and 
where  the  legal  rights  of  the  receiver 
founded  upon  such  order  are  in  question, 
he  is  entitled  to  put  in  evidence  the  mes* 
sage  actually  received,  as  the  original : 
Saveland  v.  Green,  40  Wis.  431.  See, 
also,  Taylor  v.  Steamboat  R.  Co^,  20 
Mo.  254  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Jeffries,  7 
Allen  548.  But  a  dispatch  offered  in 
evidence  must  be  proved  to  be  authentic 
{Richie  y.  Bass,  15  La.  Ann.  668)  either 
by  proof  of  the  operator's  handwriting  or 
otherwise.  But  a  wife's  telegrams  can- 
not be  used  against  her  husband :  Benford 
v.  Conner,  40  Penn.  St.  9. 

A  telegraph  company  may  be  re- 
quired to  produce  telegrams  for  use 
as  evidence  upon  subposna  duces  tecum, 
and  this  notwithstandrng  a  statute  mak- 
ing it  a  misdemeanor  for  any  person 
employed  in  transmitting  messages  by 
telegraph  to  make  known  the  contents 
of  any  message  to  any  person  except  to 
him  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  or  to  his 
agent  or  attorney :  Woods  v.  Miller,  55 
la.  168.  And  see  Ex  parte  Brown,  7 
Mo.  App.  484.  Nor  can  the  manager 
of  a  telegraph  company  refuse  to  produce 
a  telegram,  upon  order  so  to  do  by  a 
court,  on  the  ground  that,  by  so  doing, 
he  would  violate  his  duty  to  the  com- 
pany, and  be  is  punishable  for  contempt 
if  he  refuse:  Ex  parte  Brown,  7  Mo. 
App.  484.    But  while  an  agent  of  a 


company  is  punishable  for  contempt  in 
refusing  to  produce  messages  in  poaaes- 
sion  of  the  company  before  a  grand 
jury,  on  proper  process,  a  subpoena  duou 
teaun  merely  describing  such  messagea 
by  the  names  of  the  senders  and  the  per- 
sons addressed  and  as  sent  "within 
fifteen  months  last  past,"  is  not  Boch 
process :  Ex  parte  Brown,  72  Mo.  83 ; 
37  Am.  Rep.  426.  See,  also,  Ex  parU 
Brown,  7  Mo.  App.  484. 

Damages. — Tlie  general  rule  ia  that 
a  party  injured  by  error,  delay,  or  fail- 
ure, by  negligence,  in  transmitting  and 
delivering  a  telegram,  is  endtled  to  re- 
cover all  his  damages,  inclnding  gains 
prevented  as  well  as  losses  sustained. 
This  rule  is  subject  to  two  qualificationa : 
The  damages  must  be  such  as  may  fairly 
be  supposed  to  have  entered  into  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  when  they 
made  the  contract ;  that  is,  such  as 
might  naturally  be  expected  to  follow  its 
violation,  and  they  must  be  certain: 
Landsbeger  v.  Am.  Tel.  Co.,  32  Barb. 
533 ;  GHffin  v.  Colver,  16  N.  Y.  489  ; 
Baldwin  v.  U.  S.  7W.  Co.,  I  Lans.  125. 

Instances  of  the  application  of  the  rule 
that  a  telegraph  company  is  not  liable  for 
all  damages  which  may  arise  from  its 
negligence  in  sending  and  delivering  a 
message,  the  importance  of  which  it  is 
not  informed  and  cannot  estimate  from 
reading  the  dispatch,  are  these  :  Where 
the  dispatch  is  in  cipher,  or  obscurely 
worded,  nominal  damages  only  are  re- 
coverable, unless  the  company  has  been 
informed  of  its  nature :  Candee  t.  FT. 
U.  Tel.  Co.,  34  Wis.  471  ;  Behm  r. 
W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  8  Biss.  131 ;  W.  U. 
Tel.  Co.  v.  Martin^  9  Bradw.  596; 
Baldwin  V.  U.  S.  Tel.  Co.,  45  N.  Y. 
744;  White  y.W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  14  Fed. 
R.  710;  Madcayx.W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  16 
Nev.  222.  Thus,  the  company  was  held 
not  liable  where  the  message  was  "  Sell 
fifty  (50)  gold,'*  not  having  been  told 
that  this  meant  Sell  $50,000  of  gold 
U.  S.  Tel.  Co.  V.  Gilderslevej  29  Md. 
233.    The  fact  that  the  employees  to 
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wbom  the  message  was  delivered  knew 
&e  sender  was  a  stock  operator,  and  that 
he  informed  the  boj  in  the  office  that  the 
dispfttrh  required  promptness,  u  not 
snffideat  information  of  its  nature :  Can- 
dee  r.  W.  U,  Td.  Co.,  34  Wis.  471. 
So,  where  A.  wrote  B. :  **  Have  you 
an  J  more  northwestern  mess  pork,  or 
prime  mess  ?   Also  extra  mess  f  Tele- 
graph price  on  receipt  of  this.'*  B. 
replied  by  wire  thus  :  **  Letter  received. 
Ko  light  mess  here.    Extra  mess  twonty- 
dght  seventy-five  ($28.75)/'    And  A. 
rejoined  by  telegraph :  "  Dispatch  re- 
ceived. Will  teke  two  hundred  extra 
mesB,  price  named,"  which  dispatch  was 
delayed.  Edd,  that  A.  could  not  re- 
cover damages  occasioned  by  an  advance 
in  the  meat  during  the  delay :  Beaupre 
P.  ^  A.  Tel.  Co.,  21  Minn.  155, 
Kor  will  a  telegraph  company  be  liable 
for  delaying  a  cipher  dispatch,  although 
the  telegraph  manager  knew  such  dis- 
patches ordinarily  related  to  mining  and 
«ock  speculations,  there  being  no  ex- 
planation of  the  importance  of  the  par- 
''colar  dispatch  in  question  :  Mackay  v. 
l^-  Tel.  Co.,  16  Nev.  222.    But  a 
"Will  you  give  one  fifty  for 
twcnty-ave  hundred  at  London  f  An- 
swer at  once,  as  I  have  only  till  night," 
w  Dot  obscure  or  in  cipher  so  as  to  fall 
▼ithin  the  meaning  of  a  stipulation  that 
tlK  cotQp^Q^  if  assumed  no  liability  for 
^•"8  in  cipher  or  obscure  messages:" 

^graph  Co.  y.  Gruwold,  37  Oliio  St. 
801. 

^  KK^easure  of  damages  has  also  been 

^p€m  in  the  following  cases  : 
Dispatch :  "Can  close  Valkyria  and 
.^^y  32,  20,  net  Montreal.  Ans. 
'|"'nediately.»»  Held,  that  the  conunis- 
^  '^hich  the  sender  could  have  earned 
in  effecting  a  charter  for  the 
^^•«els  named  Valkyria  and  Othere, 
sage  had  been  duly  transmit- 
conti*!!^^  not  damages  either  actually 
jj^J^Plated  or  fairly  supposed  to  have 
.  ^titemplated  by  defendant,  and, 
not  recoverable :  McCall  v. 


if  the 
ted, 


W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  44  N.  y.  Superior  Ct. 
487  ;  7  Abb.  N.  Cas.  151'. 

A  telegraphic  order  for  9ack$  of  salt 
was  transmitted  caaka.  The  casks  were 
shipped  and  had  to  be  sold  at  below  the 
market  price  at  the  place  of  shipment. 
Held,  that  the  difference  between  such 
market  price  and  the  selling  price,  to- 
togcther  with  the  expense  of  transporta- 
tion, was  not  an  improper  measure  of 
damages :  burton  v.  Tel.  Co.,  41  N. 
Y.  645. 

For  delaying  a  dispatch  ordering  an 
attachment  until  other  creditors  obtained 
attachments  exhausting  the  assets  of  the 
debtor,  the  amount  of  the  sender's  claim 
has  been  held  recoverable  {Parkt  v. 
Alta  Tel.  Co.,  13  Cal.  422),  less  any 
sum  which  the  sender  may  have  received 
on  account  of  his  debt :  Brifont  v.  Am. 
Tel.  Co.,  1  Daly  576. 

Where  an  incorrect  telegraphic  market 
report,  induced  A.  to  buy,  he  was  held 
entitled  to  the  difference  between  the  ac- 
tual purchase  price  and  that  stated  in  the 
report :  Turner  v.  Hawheye  Tel.  Co.,  41 
la.  458.  An  advance  in  the  price  of 
stock  ordered  has  been  held  to  be  the 
measure  of  damages :  I).  S.  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Wmger,  55  Pcnn.  St.  262. 

On  failure  to  deliver  promptly  a  mes- 
sage to  "  ship  oil  soon  possible,''  tiio 
profits  which  might  have  been  made  on 
the  oil  if  the  message  had  been  delivered 
and  the  oil  sent  in  due  time,  are  not  the 
measure  of  damages,  but  plaintiff*  may 
recover  the  money  paid  by  him  for  trans- 
mitting the  message,  the  advance  in 
freight,  and  his  expenses  incurred  by 
failure  of  defendant  to  fulfil  the  con- 
tract: W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  T.  Graham,  1 
Col.  T.  230. 

Where  a  message  to  **  buy  five  Hud- 
son" was  delivered  as  "  buy  five 
hundred,"  and  before  it  could  be  cor- 
rected an  advance  occurred  by  which 
sender  lost  $1875,  this  sum  was  held  to 
be  the  measure  of  damages  :  RUtenhouae 
V.  /.  L.  Tel.  Co.,  44  N.  Y.  263. 

If  a  telegraph  company  contract  to 
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transmit  without  any  special  restriction 
of  their  liability  a  message  accepting  an 
offer  to  sell  certain  goods  at  a  ceiiain 
place  for  a  certain  prioei  and  by  their 
ncg:ligence  in  deliyering  it  the  sender 
fails  to  complete  the  purchase,  he  may 
recover  from  them,  in  damages,  the 
difference  between  the  price  which,  by 
the  message,  he  agreed  to  pay,  and  the 
price  he  wonld  have  been  compelled  to 
pay  at  the  same  place  in  order,  with  ose 
of  due  diligence,  to  have  purchased  goods 
there  of  the  same  kind,  quality  and 
quantity:  Squire  et  al.  W,  U,  Tel, 
Co.,  98  Mass.  282.  See,  also,  True  t. 
/.  TeL  Co.,  60  Me.  9. 

Damages  for  failure  to  obtain  em- 
ployment as  a  pilot  have  been  held  not 
remote  or  speculative :  W.  U.  Tel.  Co. 
T.  Fenton,  58  Ind.  1  ;  and  in  any  case 
of  telegraphic  negligence  nominal  dam- 
ages are  recoverable,  although  actual 
damages  be  not  proved  :  First  Na4»  Bk, 
V.  Tel.  Co.,  80  Ohio  St.  555 ;  and,  in- 
deed, damages  need  not  be  proved ; 
where  a  case  of  negligence  is  made  out, 
they  will  be  presumed :  Western  Union 
Teleyraph  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  85  Ind. 
430. 

The  California  and  Massachusetts 
cases  placed  at  the  head  of  this  note  are 
opposed  to  each  other  in  their  rulings  as 
to  the  right  of  a  telegraph  company  to 
release  itself  by  contract  from  liability 
for  negligence.  Without  attempting  to 
reconcile  this  conflict  of  authority, 
which,  perhaps,  is  impossible,  it  may 
be  well  to  call  attention  to  the  decisions 
sustaining  the  views  expressed  in  each 
of  the  cases. 

The  general  rule  is  undoubtedly  the 
same  in  the  case  of  telegraph  companies 
as  with  carriers.  They  cannot,  by 
contract,  relieve  themselves  from  lia- 
bility for  negligence.  In  affirming  this 
rule  the  California  cases  are  sustained 
by  the  following  decisions  :  Tyler  v.  W. 
U.  Tel.  Co.,  60  111.  421  ;  Stoeadand  v. 
S.  ^-  M.  Tel.  Co.,  27  la.  432  ;  Manr 
viUe  V.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  37  Id.  214; 


TVue  V.  Int.  5.  Co.,  60  Me.  9  ;  BartUtt 
V.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  62  Id.  209  ;  W.  U. 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Graham,  1  Cal.  230 ;  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Grifwold,  37  Ohio  St.  301; 
Hibbard  v.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  83  Wis. 
558  ;  Candee  v.  W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  34  Id. 
471  ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  r.  Fomtaine,  58 
Qa.  433  ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  t.  Blanchard, 
68  Id.  299  ;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  r.  Skotter, 
18  Cent.  Law  Jour.  230  (Georgia 
1884)  ;  Dwgan  v.  Td.  Co.,  1  Am.  L. 
T.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  406  (C.  C,  S.  D. 
Ala.  1884)  ;  W.  U.  Td.  Co.  v.  NeiU, 

57  Tex.  283 ;  W.  U.  Td.  Co.  r.  Bromn, 

58  Id.  170  ;  Womack  v.  W.  Td. 
Co.,  Id.  176;  W.  U.  Td.  Co.  v. 
Catchpde,  Tex.  Ct.  App.,  Civ.  Cas.; 
White  &  Wilson,  sect.  268 ;  Camp  v. 
W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  1  Mete.  (Ky.)  164; 
Btasmore  v.  W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  78  Penn. 
238 ;  W.  U.  Td.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  77 
Va,  173  5  Bord  v.  W.  U.  Td.  Co., 
(Super.  Ct.  Cin.,  G.  T.  1878),  6  Am. 
L.  Rec.  529;  Bdl  v.  iMm.  L.  Co. 
(Super.  Ct.  Montreal  1880),  25  L.  & 
Jur.  248;  W.  U.  Td.  Co.  v.  Fenton, 
52  Ind  1 ;  Aiken  v.  W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  5 
S.  C.  3.18,  872 ;  Express  Co.  v.  CaZtf- 
wdl,  21  Wall.  264,  269;  Phtckney  v. 
W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  19  S.  C.  71,  73. 

But  see,  Grinndl  v.  W.  U.  Td.  Co., 
1 13  Mass.  299  ;  Redpath  v.  W.  U.  Td. 
Co.,  112  Id.  71  ;  Ellis  v.  Am.  TeL  Co., 
13  Allen  226  ;  aanent  v.  W.  U.  Td. 
Co.,  137  Mass.  ;  Becker  v.  W.  U. 
Tel.  Co.,  11  Neb.  87  ;  Breese  Y.  U.  S. 
Td.  Co.,  48  N.  y.  132,  per  Eahi., 
Com. ;  Schwartz  v.  A.  4r  P»  Td.  Co., 
18  Hun  157  ;  White  v.  W.  U.  Td.  Co., 
5  McCrary  103;  J<mes  v.  W.  U.  Td. 
Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep.  717  ;  Macandrew  v. 
El.  TeL  Co.,  17  C.  B.  3 ;  PbtU  v.  EL 
S.  Co.,  IB  Law  Rep.  477  ;  Wann  v. 
W.  U.  TeL  Co.,  37  Mo.  472  ;  Las- 
sUer  V.  W.  U.  Td.  Co.,  18  Fed.  Bcp. 
90. 

But  it  appears  that  in  Massachusetts, 
Nebraska  and  Missouri,  telegraph  com- 
panies may  contract  against  liability  for 
negligence,  although  a  railroad  company 
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mmj  not  do  w.  Compare  SchaU  District 
m  Afid/iM  T.  B.  H,  ^  E,  Bd.  Co,,  102 
Mass.  552,  with  GrinneUY.  W.  U.  Tel. 
Co.,  113  Id.  299,  306;  Bedpaih  v.  W. 
U.  Td.  Co.,  112  Id.  71 ;  Ellis  y.  Am. 
Tel.  Co,,  IS  Allen  226.  Compare 
also,  Kirbif  v.  Adams  Ex.  Co.,  2  Mo. 
App.  369;  and  Drev  t.  Red  Line 
Tranmt  Co.,  3  Mo.  App.  495,  frith 
Wann  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  37  Mo.  472. 
Compare,  also,  A.  4r  B.  Co,  r. 
WaMarn,  5  Neb.  117,  with  Bedeer  y. 
W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  11  Id.  87. 

The  weight  of  anthoritj  is  Aerefore 
in  fayor  of  denying  the  validity  of  con- 
tracts against  liability  for  the  telegraph 
company's  negligence. 

The  decision  of  the  California  case  is, 
however,  opposed  to  the  weight  of 
anthonty  in  ruling  npon  the  liability 
of  the  telegraph  company  for  damages 
resnlting  from  errors  in  transmitting 
cipher  dispatches.  ''It  is  true,  that  in 
two  or  three  early  cases,  the  doctrine 
has  been  advanced  that  a  telegraph  com- 
pany is  liable  to  its  employer  for  the 
•ctoal  and  proximate  loss  that  he  tos- 
tained  through  the  breach  of  a  contract 
to  communicate  a  message  intelligible  to 
the  person  addressed,  although  the  com- 


pany was  entirely  ignorant  when  it 
made  the  contract  of  the  meaning  of  the 
message :  '*  Gray  on  Tel.  Communica- 
tion, sect.  87,  citing  StraAurger  v.  W. 
U.  Tel.  Co.  (Super.  Ct.  N.  Y.  1867), 
Allen's  Tel.  Cas.  661 ;  Rittenhmtse  r. 
Ind.  Un^  of  Tel.,  1  Daly  474  ;  ■.  c.  44 
N.  Y.  263 ;  Bowen  y.  L.  E.  Tel.  Co. 
(Com.  Fl.  Ohio),  I  Am.  Law  Reg. 
685.  See,  also,  Dougherty  y.  Am.  Tel. 
Co.  (8.  C.  Ala.  1864),  18  C%ni.  L.  J. 
428.  But  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
damages  reooyerable  for  the  breach  of  a 
contract  to  communicate  a  message  of 
this  description  are  simply  nominal: 
Idem.  Citing  CandeeY.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co., 
34  Wis.  471  ;  Madceg  y.  W.  U.  Tel. 
Co.,  16  Nev.  222  ;  Dorgan  y.  Td.  Co. 
(C.  C,  S.  D.  Ala.  1874),  1  Am.  L.  T. 
Rep.  (N.  S.)  406;  Daniel  y.  W.  U. 
Tel.  Co.,  61  Tex.  452  ;  Sandurs  y. 
Stmrt,  1  C.  P.  Diy.  326  ;  15  Chi.  Leg. 
News  220 ;  W.  U.  Td.  Co.  r.  Reynolds, 
77  Va.  173;  Dougherty  y.  Am.  Td.  Co., 
18  Cent.  L.  J.  428  ;  Pinckney  y.  W,  U. 
Td.  Co.,  19  8.  C.  71,  74.  See  supra. 
Damages.  Also,  23  Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.S.) 
281. 

Adelbsrt  Hamilton. 

Chicago. 


United  State$  Circuit  Courtj  District  of  Rhode  Island. 
MEALEY  V.  METROPOLITAN  LIFE  INSURANCE  CO. 

Where  the  pleading  does  not  show  that  an  instrument  of  which  profert  is  made  is 
under  seal  oyer  is  not  demandable. 

Eren  though  oyer  is  not  demandable  if  it  appears  that  a  knowledge  of  the  paper 
is  proper  or  necessary  for  either  party,  it  is  the  practice  of  the  court  to  make  an 
order  for  its  production. 

Where  a  state  statute  regulates  the  practice  in  making  such  application,  that 
practice  will  be  followed  in  the  federal  courts. 

Motion  for  production  and  filing  of  certain  papers. 
W.  T.  Angell  and  0.  Bradley,  for  plaintiff. 
W.  G,  Roelkerj  for  defendant. 
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MEALEY  V.  METROPOLITAN  LIFE  INS.  CO. 


The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Carpenter,  J. — This  is  an  action  on  a  policy  of  life  insurance, 
and  the  defendant  files  several  pleas  setting  out  that  the  state- 
ments and  answers  to  certain  questions  contained  in  the  applica- 
tion and  medical  examination,  which  form  part  of  the  contract  of 
insurance,  are  untrue,  and  specifying  the  particular  statements  so 
alleged  to  be  untrue,  and  making  profert  of  the  application  and 
medical  examination.  The  plaintiff  now  moves  for  an  order  on  the 
defendant  to  file  the  application  and  medical  examination  in  the 
clerk's  o£Bce. 

The  motion  is  hot  properly  framed  as  a  demand  of  oyer,  since 
the  order  granting  oyer  would  provide  only  that  the  plaintiff  have 
a  copy  of  the  instrument  and  not  that  the  original  instrument  be 
put  on  file.  The  motion  has,  however,  been  argued  as  though  it 
were  a  proper  demand  of  oyer,  and  in  that  light  I  have  considered 
it.  In  the  first  place  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  plea  does  not  show 
that  the  agreement  is  under  seal,  and  consequently  profert  was 
unnecessary  and  oyer  cannot  be  granted. 

The  authorities  cited  by  the  defendant  abundantly  sustain  this 
position  :  1  Chit.  PI,  *430,  *431 ;  Sneed  v.  Wister,  8  Wheat.  690. 
Indeed,  the  order  here  asked  seems  to  be  prohibited  by  implied 
exclusion  by  the  twenty- third  law  rule  for  this  circuit,  which 
reads  as  follows : 

"  Oyer  of  all  specialties  declared  on  may  be  had  on  motion  at 
the  return  term,  but  not  afterwards,  unless  by  special  order  of 
court  on  a£B davit  of  special  cause." 

It  waSj  however,  the  practice  of  the  English  courts,  and  is  the 
practice  with  us,  in  cases  where  oyer  is  not  demandable,  but  in 
wdich  the  court  can  see  that  a  knowledge  of  the  instrument 
in  question  is  proper  and  necessary  for  either  party,  to  make  an 
order  that  he  have  a  copy. 

But  in  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  Rhode  Island,  which  is  fol- 
lowed in  this  court,  the  proceeding  to  be  taken  rn  order  to  obtain 
s,u.  order  of  this  kind  is  prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  state  in  Pub. 
Stat.  cap.  214,  sect.  45,  which  is  as  follows : 

"  Whenever  either  party  to  any  proceeding  at  law  or  equity  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  or  to  any  proceeding  at  law  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  shall  set  forth  in  writing  under  oath,  upon  his  knowledge  or 
belief,  that  the  opposite  party  is  in  the  possession  or  control  of 
some  document  to  which  the  applicant  is  entitled,  such  court  or  a 
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justice  may  order  such  opposite  party,  or  if  the  same  be  a  body 
corporate,  then  some  officer  thereof,  to  make  answer  on  oath,  at  or 
before  a  time  to  be  fixed  in  said  order,  as  to  what  document  he  so 
has  to  the  matter  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  or  what  he  knows 
as  to  the  custody  of  such  document,  and  if  in  his  possession  or  con- 
trol whether  he  objects  to  the  production  of  the  same  and  the 
grounds  of  such  objection,  and  thereupon  such  court  or  justice  may 
require  the  production  of  said  document,  or  may  compel  the  party 
having  the  same  in  his  possession  or  control  to  allow  the  applicant 
to  inspect  the  same,  and  if  necessary  to  take  examined  copies  of 
the  same,  and  may  make  such  further  order  thereon  as  shall  be 
just. 

This  present  motion  is  not  framed  in  accordance  with  the  statute 
and  it  mast  be  dismissed. 


ABSTRACTS  OF  RECENT  DECISIONS. 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.* 
SCFREME  COURT  OF  GEORGIA.' 
COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS  OP  MARYLAND.* 
COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS  OF  NEW  JERSET> 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  OHIO.' 

Bank.    See  CktrporcUion, 
Brokers. 

Right  to  Commissions. — Brokers  in  whose  hands  property  is  placed 
for  sale,  in  order  to  earn  comnnssions  on  accouDt  of  the  sale  of  such 
property,  mast  either  have  sold  it  or  been  the  procuriug  cause  of  the 
sale.  If  the  purchaser,  who  was  spoken  to  by  them,  had  abandoned  all 
idea  of  the  trade,  and  they  had  do  influence  at  all  in  bringinci^  it  about, 
they  would  not  be  entitled  to  commissions,  although  the  purchaser  may 
subsequently  have  bought  froto  the  owner:  Doonan  v.  Ives,  71  or 
72  Ga. 


*  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  opinions 
filed  during  Oct.  Term  1SS4.    The  cases  will  probahly  appear  in  118  U.  S.  Rep. 

*  From  J.  H.  Lumpkin,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  the  cases  will  probahly  appear  in  71  or 
72  Ga.  Rep. 

'  From  J.  Shaaff  Stockett,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  62  Md.  Rep. 

*  From  Hon.  John  H.  Stewart,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  89  N.  J.  £q.  Rep.  ' 

^  From  £.  L.  DeWitt,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  the  cases  wiU  prohablj  appear  in  41  or 
*2  Ohio  St.  Rep. 
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Common  Cabbisr. 

Passenger  Train — Fare  of  Child — JSfection  from  Railway  Tram — 
Measure  of  DaTnagtz — Funitive  Damages, — A  passenger  on  a  railway 
train  is  responsible  for  the  fare  of  a  child  under  his  charge,  and  upon 
refusal  to  pay  the  same,  may,  together  with  -the  child,  be  ejected  from 
the  train,  although  he  had  paid  his  own  fare :  Fhila.^  Wd.  and  BaJL 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Hoefiich,  62  Md. 

If  a  conductor  on  a  railway  train  finds  a  child- sitting  beside  a  female 
passenger,  and  knows  that  the  father  of  the  child  is  in  the  car,  or  could 
know  upon  proper  inquiry,  he  has  no  right  to  hold  the  female  passenger 
responsible  for  the  child's  fare  :  Id, 

A  passenger  wrongfully  ejected  from  a  railway  train  is  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  railway  company  such  damages  as  in  the  judgment  of 
the  jury,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  would  be  a  proper 
compensation  for  the  unlawful  invasion  of  his  rights  as  a  passenger,  and 
for  the  injury  to  his  person  and  feelings  :  Id, 

A  passenger  on  a  railway  train,  though  forcibly  and  wrongfully 
ejected  from  the  train  by  an  officer  of  the  railway  company,  is  not  enti- 
tled to  pubitive  damages,  if  the  wrongful  act  were  committed  in  the 
discharge  of  a  supposed  duty,  or  without  any  evil  or  bad  intention :  Id, 

To  entitle  a  person  to  punitive  damages  for  a  wrongful  act,  there 
must  be  an  element  of  fraud  or  malice,  or  evil  intent,  or  oppression, 
entering  into,  and  forming  part  of  the  act :  Id, 

Constitutional  Law. 

Local  Law — General  Law  Local  in  form, — The  clause  of  the  con- 
stitution providing  that  "  all  laws  of  a  general  nature  shall  have  a  uni- 
form operation  throughout  the  state,"  is  not  directory  but  mandatory, 
and  a  statute  in  violation  of  it  is  void :  Ex  parte  Falkj  41  or  42 
Ohio  St. 

A  statute  providing  punishment  for  an  act  which  is  malum  in  le 
wherever  committed,  being  a  law  of  a  general  nature,  cannot  be  made 
local  on  the  ground  that  the  inhibited  act  is  a  greater  evil  in  a  large 
city  than  in  other  parts  of  the  state  :  Id. 

Rev.  Stats.,  sect.  1924,  which  provides  punishment  by  fine  and  im- 
prisonment against  any  person  found  in  any  city  of  the  first  grade  of  the 
first  class,  or  within  four  miles  thereof,  having  burglar's  tools  in  his 
possession,  is  a  law  of  a  general  nature  within  the  inhibition  of  the  con- 
stitution, but  being  local  in  form  it  is  void  :  Id, 

Corporation. 

Liability  of  Trustees  or  Directors  for  failure  to  file  R^^ort, — Where 
a  state  statute  required  that  every  manufacturing,  &c.,  corporation 
formed  under  it  should  publish  and  file  a  report  of  its  capital  and  debts 
within  twenty  days  after  the  first  of  the  year ;  and  provided  that  in  case 
of  failure  to  do  so  all  the  trustees  of  the  company  should  be  liable  for 
**all  the  debts  of  the  company  then  existing."  Held^  where  there  had 
been  such  a  failure,  that  the  trustees  were  not  liable  for  the  amount  of 
a  judgment  recovered  in  a  suit  in  tort  against  the  company  before  the 
first  of  the  year  in  question :  Ckase  v.  Curtis,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term 
1884. 
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FVaud  of  Officer — Liability  of  Corporation. — Where  a  transaction 
with  aa  incorporated  banking  association  properly  pertains  to  the  busi- 
ness of  such  an  association,  neither  the  abuse  or  disregard  of  his 
aothoritj  by  its  managing  officer  or  agent,  nor  his  fraud  or  bad  faith 
will  be  permitted  to  be  shown  in  defence  of  such  bank  in  an  action 
against  it  by  an  innocent  party  growing  out  of  such  transaction  :  6V/t- 
ten£  Scso.  Bank  v.  Blakedey,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Damages.    See  Common  Carrier, 

Divorce.    See  Husband  and  Wife, 

Domicile.   See  Huthand  and  Wife. 

Equity.    See  Specific  Performance, 

Bond  of  Trutteen — Injunction  against  Suit. — Where  the  trustees  of 
a  corporation  gave  a  bond,  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  corporate  pro- 
perty, which,  in  strict  legal  effect,  bound  them  individually,  a  court  of 
equity  will  enjoin  an  action  at  law  against  them  thereon,  if  it  appears 
that  there  was  no  intention  on  their  part  to  become  personally  liable  : 
Maps  V.  Cooper,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

A^eement  between  Father  and  Sons — AUownnce  for  Services. — It 
appearing  that  two  sons  had  worked  their  father's  farms,  under  an 
agreement  that  they  should  do  so  until  they  had  accumulated  for  him  a 
fund  of  $12,000,  and  then  they  should  have  the  farms  free  of  rent 
daring  his  life,  and  that  the  specified  sum  had  been  gathered  about  a 
year  before  the  father's  death,  and  thereafter  the  sons  had  enjoyed  the 
use  of  the  farms  free  until  their  father  died :  Ileld^  that  the  sons  had 
no  reason  to  complain,  on  appeal,  that  the  chancellor  had  made  too 
small  an  allowance  to  them  for  services  rendered  under  that  contract : 
Larison  v.  Folhemus,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Parties  who,  in  their  pleadings  and  proofs,  have  insisted  that  they 
were  not  accountable  to  him  for  the  rental  value  of  land  of  which  the 
ancestor  died  seised,  because  they  were  in  possession  as  equitable  owners, 
cannot,  at  the  hearing,  shift  their  ground,  and  claim  that  they  were 
tenants  of  the  ancestor's  widow,  who  might  have  been  entitled  to  hold 
the  land  until  her  dower  was  assigned,  but  who  has  disclaimed  such  a 
right:  Id. 

Frauds,  Statute  of. 

Promise  to  Pay  for  Goods  Furnished  to  Another — Original  Under' 
takite.g. — G.  wished  to  procure  credit  from  P.,  but  was  refused.  M., 
who  had  G.  in  his  employment  at  the  time,  told  P.  to  let  G.  have  goods 
and  lie  would  see  it  paid.  The  credit  was  given  to  M.  and  was  refused 
to  b«  given  to  G. :  Held,  that  such  promise  on  the  part  of  M.  was  an 
original  undertaking,  and  not  an  agreement  to  answer  for  the  debt  or 
default  of  another.  His  promise  to  see  it  paid  was  the  same  as  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  it  himself,  and  so  both  parties  understood  the  transaction  at 
the  time ;  Maddox  v.  Pierce,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Husband  and  Wife. 

Purchase  by  Wife  at  Judicial  Sale — Personal  Liability — Power  to 
Und  separate  Estate, — A  married  woman  who  purchoses  real  estate  at  a 
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trustee's  sale,  made  under  the  sanction  and  direction  of  a  court  of  equity, 
and  who  pays  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  but  fails  to  pay  the  baiaDce, 
is  personally  liable  therefor :  Fowler  v.  Jacoh^  62  Md. 

A  decree  in  personam  against  a  feme  covert,  as  purchaser  of  real 
estate  sold  under  a  decree  in  equity,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  bal- 
ance of  the  purchase-money,  means  only,  that  unless  by  a  given  time  she 
pays  such  balance,  any  of  her  separate  property  which  she  would  have 
the  right  to  pledge  in  order  to  pay  or  secure  a  debt,  may  be  taken  in 
execution  to  pay  what  she  owes  on  her  purchase,  or  that  such  property 
is  liable  therefor:  Id, 

A  married  woman  has  the  power  to  charge  her  separate  property  with 
the  payment  of  her  debts,  and  whether  she  does  so  or  not,  is  a  question 
of  intent:  and  this  intent  may  be  shown  on  the  face  of  the  obligation 
creating  the  debt,  or  it  may  be  shown  aliunde  :  Id, 

Divorce —  Wife^i  Counsel  Fees — Liability  of  Estaie  of  Deceased  Hus- 
hand. — A  widow  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the  administrator  of 
her  deceased  husband,  for  the  amount  of  the  fbes  charged  by  her  counsel 
for  prosecuting  a  suit  against  him  for  a  divorce  a  meMa  et  thoro,  pend- 
ing which  suit  he  died :  McCurley  v.  Stockbrid^e,  62  Md. 

But  counsel  themselves  are  entitled  to  recover  from  the  administrator 
of  the  deceased  husband,  reasonable  fees  for  services  rendered  the  wife 
in  a  suit  against  the  husband  for  a  divorce,  if  it  be  made  to  appear  affirm- 
atively that  the  suit  was  reasonably  and  justifiably  instituted :  Id. 

Assignment  of  Account  to  Wife. — A  son  advanced  money  to  his 
mother  for  her  support  during  her  life,  under  an  agreement  that  he 
should  be  repaid  at  her  death  out  of  her  estate.  The  son  procured  from 
his  wife  the  money  advanced,  agreeing  that  she  should  have  the  account 
against  his  mother.  Equity  will  enforce  the  claim  in  behalf  of  the 
wife  :  Titus  v.  Hoagland,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

The  parol  assignment  to  the  wife  being  unknown  to  the  mother,  a 
counter-claim  which  she  had  against  her  son  at  her  death  will  be  set  off 
against  this  claim  of  the  wife  :  Id. 

Domicile — Descent  of  Property — Community. — Under  the  laws  of 
France,  by  a  marriage  without  a  contract  as  to  property,  a  community 
of  property  between  the  husband  and  wife  is  established  as  an  incident 
of  the  marriage.  During  coverture  the  husband  has  the  control  and 
management  of  the  community  property,  and  he  may  dispose  of  his  share 
of  the  common  property  by  his  will;  but  the  wife's  share — that  is,  the 
one-half  of  the  community  property — the  husband  cannot  dispose  of, 
and  she  will  be  entitled  to  ic  on  his  death :  Harral  v.  Harral,  39 
N.  J.  Eq. 

A  person  «utyur/«  may  change  his  domicile  as  often  as  he  pleases. 
To  effect  such  a  change,  naturalization  in  the  country  he  adopts  as  his 
domicile  is  not  necessary  :  Id. 

To  effect  a  change  of  domicile  there  must  be  a  voluntary  change  of 
residence ;  the  residence  at  the  place  chosen  for  the  domicile  must  be 
actual ;  to  the  factum  of  residence  there  must  be  added  anxmus  fnanendx, 
and  that  place  is  the  domicile  of  a  person  in  which  he  has  voluntarily 
fixed  his  habitation,  not  for  a  mere  temporary  or  special  purpose,  but 
with  a  present  intention  of  making  it  his  home,  unless,  or  until  some- 


ABSTRACTS  OF  RECENT  DECISIONS. 


846 


thing  uncertain  or  nnexpeoted  shall  happen  to  induce  him  to  adopt  some 
other  place  aa  hia  permanent  home :  Id, 

By  the  laws  of  France,  the  marriage  of  a  foreigner  in  France  withont 
any  contract  as  to  property,  followed  by  the  establishment  of  a  conjugal 
domicile  in  that  country,  will  subject  the  property  of  the  married  per- 
sons to  the  community  law,  and  a  government  authorisation  under  article 
xiii.  of  the  code  is  not  necessary  to  the  establishment  of  such  a  dom- 
icile: Id. 

H.,  whose  birthplace  was  in  Connecticut,  went  to  Europe  in  1869,  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring  the  German  language,  and  completing  his  pro- 
fessional studies.  In  1872  he  went  to  Paris,  where  he  remained;  and, 
in  February  1877,  married  a  French  woman  in  Paris,  without  any  con- 
tract as  to  property.  Immediately  after  the  marriage  he  rented  a  house 
at  Suresnes,  a  village  near  Paris,  for  two  years,  and  took  up  his  resi- 
dence there  with  his  wife.  In  May  1878,  he  was  brought  to  this  coun- 
try, and  sent  to  a  hospital  for  the  insane,  at  Philadelphia,  where  he  died 
in  1881.  Hdd,  that  by  his  marriage  in  France,  and  the  eatabrishment 
of  his  conjugal  domicile  there,  his  personal  property  became  subject  to 
the  community  law,  and  that  his  widow,  on  his  death,  was  entitled  to  Che 
one-half  part  thereof,  notwithstanding  that  by  his  will,  made  before 
the  marriage,  he  had  bequeathed  the  whole  of  it  to  others :  Id. 

Injtjnotion.    See  Equity. 

When  it  toxU  Issue  to  Restrain  Waste  on  Property  in  Litigation. — 
Where  irremediable  mischief  is  being  done  or  threatened,  going  to  the 
destruction  of  the  substance  of  the  estate,  such  as  the  extracting  of  ores 
from  a  mine,  or  the  cutting  down  of  timber,  or  the  removal  of  coal,  an 
injunction  may  issue  to  restrain  the  same  as  waste,  though  the  title  to 
the  premises  be  in  litigation.  The  authority  of  the  court  is  exercised 
in  such  cases,  through  its  preventive  writ,  to  preserve  the  property  from 
destruction  pending  legal  proceedings  for  the  determination  of  the  title : 
Ehardt  V.  Boaro  (No.  2),  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Insurance. 

MvAual  Beneficial  Society — Payment  to  Family  or  Heirs — Right  to 
Appoint  by  Will, — A  certificate  of  membership  issued  by  an  association 
organized  under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  sect.  3630,  for 
the  purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  relief  of  its  members,  and  for  the 
payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  money  to  the  families  or  heirs  of  the  de- 
ceased members,"  which,  by  its  terms,  is  made  payable  to  the  assured 
member,  or  any  person  designated  by  his  will  or  his  heirs,  if  no  person 
is  designated  herein  or  by  will,"  within  ninety  days  after  proof  of  death 
of  the  assured  member,  does  not  authorise  such  member,  by  testamentary 
appointment,  to  constitute  a  person  a  beneficiary  of  such  insurance,  who 
is  not  of  the  family  of  the  assured,  or  may  not,  upon  his  death,  become 
his  heir ;  Nai.  Mat.  Aid  Assoc.  v.  Gonser^  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

A  bequest  by  an  assured  member  of  such  a  company,  of  the  proceeds 
of  his  certificate  of  membership  to  a  stranger  or  a  creditor,  does  not  con- 
stitute such  legatee  an  heir''  of  the  testator,  in  the  statutory  sense  of 
that  term:  Id, 

Warranty — Avoidance  of  Policy  by  False  Statement — Fraudulent 
htent  Necessary. — Where  a  policy  of  insurance  pn»vides  that  any  false 
Vou  XXXIII.— 44 
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swearing  or  attempt  at  fraud,  "  or  if  there  shall  appear  any  fraud  in  the 
claim,  by  false  swearing  or  otherwise/'  shall  avoid  such  policy,  the  com- 
pany, in  order  to  avail  itself  of  the  defence,  must  show  that  the  assured 
knowingly  and  intentionally  swore  falsely,  or  said  or  did  that  which  is 
claimed  to  be  fraudulent.  There  must  be  a  wilful  intent  to  defraud, 
rather  than  an  innocent  mistake;  and  this  condition  of  the  policy 
extends  to  every  matter  material  to  be  stated,  or  which  the  policy  in 
terms  requires  to  be  stated :  Watertaum  Fire  Insurance  Co.  v.  Grehant 
71  or  72  Ga. 

Limitations,  Statute  or. 

Prescnptton —  Wrongful  OccupcUion  of  Land. — If  a  person  takes  pos- 
session of  land  which  he  knows  does  not  belong  to  him  or  any  one  from 
whom  he  purchases,  no  prescription  will  run  in  his  favor,  however  long 
he  may  hold  possession  of  the  same.  His  possession,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, originated  in  fraud,  and  time  will  not  cure  or  sanctify  the 
fraud :  Coioart  v.  Joun^,  71  or  72  Ga. 

Continuing  Nuisance. — Every  continuance  of  a  nuisance  is  a  renewal 
of  the  wrong,  and  is  actionable  until  abated.  It  b  a  nuisance  to  keep 
up  a  sewer  which,  when  it  rains,  throws  upon  a  lot,  and  near  the  house 
where  the  owner  resides,  excrement  disagreeable  to  the  smell,  and  hurt- 
ful to  health,  and  an  action  therefor,  should  not  have  been  dismissed, 
although  the  digging  of  the  sewer  was  more  than  four  years  before  the 
bringing  of  the  suit:  Reid  v.  Atlantay^X  or  72  Ga. 

Mutual  Accounts. — mutual  account  is  one  based  on  a  course  of 
dealing,  wherein  each  party  has  given  credit  to  the  other,  on  the  faith 
of  indebtedness  to  him :  Gunn  v.  Gunn^  71  or  72  Ga. 

If  the  items  in  favor  of  one  side  are  mere  payments  on  the  indebted- 
ness to  the  other,  the  account  is  not  mutual :  Id. 

In  cases  of  such  mutual  accounts,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
begin  to  run  against  either  party,  until  the  last  just  item  in  the  account 
on  either  side :  LL 

This  doctrine  rests,  not  on  the  notion  that  every  credit  in  favor  of 
one  is  an  admission  by  him  of  indebtedness  to  the  other,  or  a  new 
promise  to  pay ;  but  upon  a  mutual  understanding,  either  express  or 
implied  from  the  conduct  of  both  parties,  that  they  will  continue  to 
credit  each  other  until  at  least  one  desires  to  terminate  the  course  of 
confidential  dealing;  and  that  the  balance  will  then  be  ascertained, 
become  then  due,  and  be  paid  by  the  one  finally  indebted :  Id. 

As  this  state  of  things  rests  on  an  express  or  implied  mutual  under- 
standing, either  party  may  terminate  it,  at  any  time,  by  an  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  balance ;  or  by  stating  the  account  for  that  purpose ;  or  by 
demanding  a  settlement  privately ;  or  by  suit ;  or  by  any  act  which 
plainly  shows  to  the  other  party  his  determination  to  deal  no  longer 
that  way :  Id 

Without  proof  of  its  termination  the  law  presumes  that  such  a  mutual 
understanding,  once  proved  or  admitted,  runs  through  all  the  dealings 
of  the  parties,  until  the  complete  bar  of  the  statute  has  attached :  Id 

Master  and  Servant. 

Act  of  Servant — Responsibility  of  Master — Course  of  EmphymeiU. — 
A  master  is  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  servant,  unless  the  latter 
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was  engaged  in  the  performance  of  the  service  for  which  he  was  em- 
ployed :  Adamg  y.  Co»t,  62  Md. 

Where  a  person  placed  his  mare  at  livery,  and  instructed  a  servant  of 
the  proprietors  of  the  stable,  to  take  her  out  for  exercise,  such,  however, 
being  no  part  of  the  contract  of  livery,  and  while  the  servant  had  her 
out  for  such  purpose  she  died,  the  proprietors  of  the  stable  cannot  be 
held  liable  to  the  owner,  though  the  mare  was  injured  by,  and  died  in 
consequence  of,  the  immoderate  riding  and'  carelessness  of  their  ser- 
vant: Id, 

Mines  and  Mining. 

DUcooery  and  LocaHon — NoHee  of, — The  discoverers  of  a  lode  or 
vein  posted  at  the  point  of  discovery  a  plain  sign,  or  notice  in  writing, 
the  body  of  which  was  as  follows:  "  We,  the  undersigned,  claim  1500 
feet  on  this  mineral-bearing  lode,  vein  or  deposit/'  Held^  that  this 
meant  that  they  claimed  750  feet  on  the  course  of  the  lode  or  vein  in 
each  direction  from  that  point,  and  that  the  notice  was  not  deficient : 
Erhardt  v.  Boaro,  8.  C.  U.  8.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

MORTOAOE. 

Time  of  Recording — Preemption  as  to  Lien — Notice, — The  pre- 
sumption is,  that  the  mortgage  first  recorded  is  the  first  lien ;  and  to 
overcome  such  presumption,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  mortgagee  of 
the  mortgage  first  of  record,  at  or  before  the  time  he  took  his  mortgage, 
had  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  first  in  date :  Hendrich- 
•o»  V.  Foo«^,  39  N.  J.  Ea. 

The  notice,  if  any,  must  oe  taken  with  the  qualifications  attached  to 
it  by  the  agreement  of  the  mortgagee  of  the  unrecorded  mortgage )  and 
if  snoh  mortgagee  has  agreed  with  the  mortgagor  to  keep  his  mortgage 
off  the  record,  in  order  that  the  mortgagor  may  borrow  more  money  on 
the  property  to  be  secured  prior  to  such  mortgage,  and  such  agreement 
be  made  known  to  the  mortgagee  of  the  mortgage  second  in  date,  but 
first  of  record,  at  or  before  its  execution,  such  "liotice  will  not  give  the 
unrecorded  mortgage  priority :  Id, 

In  such  case  the  priority  of  the  mortgage  first  in  date  is  waived :  Id. 

Municipal  Corporation.   See  WiU, 

Subscription  to  the  Stock  of  a  Railroad — Special  Tax  for  Pay- 
ment of  the  Debt  thereby  Incurred, — A  provision  in  a  city  charter 
provided  that  the  city  council  should  have  power  to  levy  taxes  on  all 
property  within  the  city  <<to  pay  the  debts  and  meet  the  general 
expenses  of  said  city,  not  exceeding  fifty  cents  on  each  one  hundred 
dollars  per  annum  on  the  annual  assessed  value  thereof."  Subsequently 
the  city  was  authorized  to  subscribe  to  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad, 
and  issued  bonds  in  payment  of  the  stock  it  subscribed  for.  Held,  that 
despite  the  limitation  in  the  charter,  the  authority  to  make  the  sub- 
scription for  the  stock  carried  with  it  the  right  and  the  duty  to  levy  and 
collect  a  special  tax,  if  necessary,  to  pay  the  debt  incurred  by  the  sub- 
scription :  Quincy  v.  Jackson,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Negligence — Exercise  of  Police  Powers — Liability  for  Failure  to 
\  Perform. — In  relation  to  powers  and  privileges  which  are  to  be  exer- 

cised by  a  municipal  corporation  for  the  improvement  of  the  territory 
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within  the  corporate  limits,  and  as  to  which  the  pecaniary  and  propri- 
etary interests  of  individuals  are  represented,  the  liability  of  the  cor- 
poration for  negligence  is  largely,  if  not  entirely,  measured  by  the 
liability  of  indiriduals  for  similar  acts ;  but  with  respect  to  police 
powers,  such  as  suppressing  riots  and  unlawful  assemblages,  such  cor- 
poration is,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provision  to  the  contrary,  the 
agent  of  the  state,  and  not  liable  for  a  failure  to  perform  or  negligence 
in  performing  duties  in  that  particular  imposed  by  statute :  Robinton 
Greenville,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

An  assemblage  of  disorderly  persons,  afler  having  been  engaged  for 
several  hours  in  discharging  a  cannon  in  a  public  street  of  a  municipal 
corporation,  seriously  injured  a  resident  of  the  corporation,  himself 
without  fault,  by  one  of  such  discharges :  Held,  that  such  corporation  is 
not  liable  for  the  injury,  although  the  statute  provides  that  the  council 
shall  have  the  care,  supervision  and  control  of  the  streets,  and  shall 
cause  the  same  to  be  kept  open  and  in  repair,  and  free  from  nuisance  " 
(Rev.  Stats.,  §  2640),  and  it  will  make  no  difference  that  the  authorities 
of  such  corporation,  with  knowledge  of  such  firing,  took  no  steps  to  pre- 
vent the  same :  Id, 

Streets — Shade  Tree$ — Eiffht  to  Remove, — Shade  trees  on  the  side- 
walks and  streets  of  a  city  belong  to  it,  and  in  gradipg  the  streets  and 
sidewalks,  they  may  be  removed  if  necessary;  and  an  adjoining  pro- 
perty owner  certainly  cannot  recover  therefor  unless  such  damage  was 
caused  by  negligence  or  carelessness  in  the  work :  Castleberry  v.  Atlanta, 
71  or  72  Ga. 

National  Bank. 

Taxation  of  Shares — At  what  relative  Rate, — Under  Sect.  5219  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  the  taxation  of  the  shares  of  a  national  bank  im- 
posed by  authority  of  the  state  within  which  the  association  is  located, 
is  not  to  be  at  a  greater  rate  than  is  assessed  upon  other  moneyed 
capital  in  the  hands  of  individual  citizens  of  such  state."  That  the  taxa- 
tion imposed  upon  capital  invested  in  national  bank  shares  is  no  heavier 
than  that  imposed  upon  capital  invested  in  state  bank  shares,  or  in  state 
savings  institutions,  does  not  prevent  its  being  an  illegal  discrimination, 
if  it  results  in  the  capital  so  invested  not  being  upon  the  same  footing 
of  substantial  equality  in  respect  of  taxation  by  state  authority  as  the 
state  establishes  for  other  moneyed  capital  in  the  hands  of  individual 
citizens,  however  invested:  Bayer  v.  Boyer,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Neoliqenoe.    See  Master  and  Servant;  Municipal  Corporation, 

Railroad — Ri^ht  to  Track — Trespass — Negligence — Violatioti  of 
Oity  Ordinance. — The  right  of  way  of  a  railroad  company  is  the  exclu- 
sive property  of  such  company,  upon  which  no  unauthorized  person  has 
a  right  to  be ;  and  any  one  who  travels  upon  such  right  of  way  as  a 
foot-way,  and  not  for  any  business  with  the  railroad,  is  a  wrongdoer 
and  a  trespasser ;  and  the  mere  acquiescence  of  the  railroad  company 
in  such  user,  does  not  give  a  right  of  way  over  the  track,  or  create  any 
obligation  for  special  protection :  Bait,  and  Ohio  Railroad  Co,  v.  SUitt, 
62  Md. 

Where  a  person  trespassing  upon  such  right  of  way  was  run  over  by 
a  train  of  cars  and  killed  \  and  the  place  where  the  accident  occurred, 
though  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Baltimore,  was  not 
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upon  any  street  or  public  way  where  the  person  killed  had  a  right  to  be, 
it  was  held,  that  in  the  absence  of  other  acts  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  agents  of  the  railroad  company,  the  non-compliance  with  a  city 
ordioaDce  requiring  that  "  when  a  locomotive  engine  is  used  within  the 
limits  of  the  city,  a  man  shall  be  required  to  ride  on  the  front  of  the 
locomotiye  engine  wheo  going  forward,  and  when  going  backward,  on 
the  tender,  not  more  than  twelve  inches  from  the  bed  of  the  road,"  did 
not,  per  se,  amount  to  such  omission  of  a  general  and  imperative  duty 
toward  the  deceased,  as  would  render  the  company  liable  in  an  action 
for  damages  resulting  from  his  death :  Id. 

Bcuhocui — Otouing  Track  —  Contributory  Negligence — Flagmen — 
Duty  to  Look  and  Li$ten — Presumption. — The  general  principle  is,  that 
where  both  parties  by  their  negligence  directly  contribute  to  the  produc- 
tion of  the  accident,  neither  has  a  right  to  recover  of  the  other  for  pjuries 
sustained  thereby.  But  there  are  exceptions  to  this  general  rule ;  and  if 
the  defendant  or  those  acting  for  it,  had  become  aware  of  the  perilous 
situation  of  the  plaintiff,  though  that  peril  had  been  incurred  by  his 
u^Ugeot  or  even  reckless  conduct,  yet  the  defendant  or  its  agents  would 
be  bound  to  use  all  reasonable  diligence  to  avoid  the  accident :  Jfary- 
land  ChUral  Railroad  Co.  v.  Neuber,  62  Md. 

Bat  in  order  that,  this  qualification  of,  or  exception  to,  the  general 
rale,  may  be  successfully  invoked  by  the  plaintiff,  he  must  show  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  its  agents,  of  the  peril  in  which 
he,  the  plaintiff,  was  placed,  and  that  there  was  time  afler  such  knowl- 
edge within  which  to  make  the  effort  to  save  him  from  the  impending 
danger:  Id. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  requirement  it  is  now  well  settled,  at 
least  by  a  great  preponderance  of  authority,  that  there  is  no  legal  obli- 
gation on  a  railroad  company  to  keep  at  the  crossings  of  the  public 
country  roads  flagmen  to  give  warning  to  travellers  on  such  roads  of  the 
passing  of  trains :  Id. 

Travellers  about  to  cross  a  railroad  track,  should,  in  all  cases,  before 
proceeding  to  cross,  carefully  look  and  listen,  to  ascertain  whether  a 
train  is  approaching ;  and  the  failure  on  the  part  of  those  in  charge  of 
the  train  to  give  the  usual  or  required  signals,  such  as  blowing  the 
whistle  or  ringing  the  bell,  will  not  excuse  or  justify  the  traveller  on 
the  country  roads,  in  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad  track  without  the 
exercise  of  that  reasonable  precaution,  of  looking  and  listening  for  the 
approach  of  a  train.  And  if  the  experiment  be  made  without  such  pre- 
caution, the  party  acts  at  his  peril ;  and,  if  an  accident  occurs  by  a  col- 
lision with  a  passing  train,  the  traveller  mus£  be  held  to  have  so  far 
contribated  to  his  own  misfortune  as  to  preclude  him  the  right  to 
recover  against  the  railroad  company  :  Id. 

Bat  if  it  be  established  as  a  fact,  that  the  defendant,  after  discover- 
ing the  perilous  situation  of  the  plaintiff,  could,  by  the  exercise  of  rea- 
sonable care,  have  avoided  the  collision,  the  want  of  care  by  the  plaintiff 
in  driving  upon  the  track,  would  be  no  answer  to  his  right  to  re- 
cover: Id. 

While  it  is  natural,  and  as  a  general  rule  rational,  to  presume  that  a 
party  acts  from  incentives  of  self-preservation,  this  presumption  can 
only  be  indulged  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary :  Id. 
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Negotiable  Instrument. 

Bonds  of  the  United  States — Negotiable  aUhjough  called, — Tbe  five- 
twenty  United  States  consols  of  1865  on  their  face  were  Redeemabl« 
at  the  pleasure  of  the  United  States  after  the  Ist  day  of  July  1870, 
and  payable  on  the  Ist  day  of  July  1885/'  The  Act  of  July  Uth 
1870,  which  authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  "  call"  them, 
required  a  public  notice,  and  provided  that  in  three  months  after  the 
date  thereof,  interest  should  cease.  Held^  that  the  bonds  continued  ne- 
gotiable afler  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  months,  until  the  period 
at  which  they  were  originally  made  payable  \  and  that  therefore  the  bona 
fide  purchaser  of  such  bonds,  which  had  been  stolen,  had  a  good  title : 
Morgan  v.  United  States,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Ordinance.   See  Negligence;  Sunday. 

Patent — Re  issue  for  the  Purpose  of  Enlarging  the  Claim — A  Gear 
Mistake  and  Promptness  both  Necessary, — In  order  to  obtain  a  re-issue 
of  a  patent  for  the  mere  purpose  of  enlarging  the  claim,  there  must  be 
both  a  clear  mistake,  inadvertently  committed,  in  the  wording  of  tbe 
claim  and  an  application  for  the  re-issue  within  a  reasonably  short  time. 
Therefore,  in  this  case,  the  court,  being  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
mistake  in  the  wording  of  the  claim  of  the  original  patent,  held  tbe 
enlarged  claims  of  the  re-issue  invalid,  although  the  re-issue  was  applied 
for  a  little  over  three  months  afler  the  original  patent  was  granted. 
Coon  V.  Wilson,  S.  0.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Use  of  an  old  Device  for  a  new  Purpose. — Where  the  public  has 
acquired  in  any  way  the  right  to  use  a  machine  or  device  for  a  particular 
purpose,  it  has  the  right  to  use  it  for  all  the  like  purposes  to  which  it 
can  be  applied.  If  there  is  any  qualification  of  this  rule,  it  is  that  if  a 
new  and  different  result  is  obtained  by  a  new  application  of  an  inven- 
tion, such  new  application  may  be  patented  as  an  improvement  on  the 
original  invention ;  but  if  the  result  claimed  as  new  is  the  same  in 
character  as  the  original  result,  it  will  not  be  deemed  a  new  result  for 
this  purpose  :  Blake  v.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  S.  0.  U.  S., 
Oct.  Term  1884. 

Payment. 

Check  of  Third  Party. — To  pay  for  a  bill  of  goods,  the  buyer  sent  to 
the  seller  a  check,  drawn  by  one  bank  upon  another,  endorsed  by  the 
buyer  to  whose  order  the  check  was  payable,  and  the  seller  on  receiving 
it,  sent  back  to  the  buyer  a  receipt  acknowledging  payment  of  tbe  bill. 
At  the  time  of  sending  the  check  by  the  buyer,  and  the  receipt  by  the 
seller,  it  was  supposed  by  the  buyer  and  seller  that  it  was  good,  but  io 
fact  there  were  no  funds  of  the  drawer  in  the  hands  of  the  drawee  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  check  at  the  time  it  was  drawn  or  after- 
wards. Heldy  that  in  an  action  on  an  account  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, a  plea  of  payment  cannot  be  maintained  on  the  facts  above 
stated :  Fleig  v.  Sleet,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Railroad.  See  Negligence;  Common  Carrier. 

Poxoer  to  Connect — Right  to  run  through  City — Terminus  of  Route.^ 
A  charter  which  authorised  a  railroad  company  to  run  its  road  from  the 
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boaodary  between  the  states  of  Soutb  Carolina  and  Georgia  to  the  city 
of  AngQSta,  and,  with  the  assent  of  the  railroads  in  this  state,  to  join  its 
track  to  theirs,  did  not  confer  upon  it  the  power  to  run  its  road  through 
the  city  of  Aagnsta  so  as  to  connect  with  another  railroad.  In  order 
to  do  this  express  authority  must  be  granted  by  the  legislature :  OUy 
Gmneil  v.  Port  Royal  and  Augwta  RaUwayj  71  or  72  Oa. 

Removal  of  Causes. 

Objection  that  the  Applteatton  was  too  late  may  be  Waived. — Sect.  3 
of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1875,  prescribing  the  time  when  a  petition  for 
remoTal  may  be  filed,  &c.,  is  not  jurisdictional  but  modal  and  formal; 
application  in  due  time  and  the  proffer  of  a  proper  bond,  as  required  by 
it,  may  be  waived,  either  expressly  or  by  implication ;  and  the  party  at 
whose  instance  a  removal  has  been  effected,  is  estopped  from  objecting 
that  the  application  therefor  was  too  late ;  Ayen  WaUonf  8.  C.  U.  S., 
Oct.  Term  1884. 

Slander. 

Tettimony  of  WiinesB^Frivileffed  Communication, — In  an  action  of 
slander  the  petition  charge  defendant  with  having  spoken  certain  false, 
malicious  and  defamatory  words  concerning  the  plaintiff,  while  giving 
his  testimony  before  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
then  on  trial,  in  answer  to  interrogatories  put  to  him  as  such  witness. 
For  aught  that  is  stated  in  the  petition,  these  answers  were  relative  to 
the  issue  then  on  trial,  and  were  honestly  believed  to  be  true,  though 
in  fact  they  were  untrue.  Upon  demurrer  to  the  petition,  held,  Ist. 
That  the  court  will  presume,  in  the  absence  of  an  averment  to  the  con- 
trary, that  the  answers  of  the  witness  were  within  the  scope  of  inquiry 
pertinent  to  the  issue  then  on  trial,  and  that  they  were  believed  by  the 
witness  to  be  true.  2d.  That  upon  the  statements  of  the  petition  and 
the  presumptions  arising  therefrom,  the  witness  was  absolutely  privi- 
leged, and  he  is  not  liable  to  a  civil  action  for  so  testifying :  Lilet  v. 
GaUon,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Specifio  Performance. 

Contempt — Enforcement  of  Decree.— When ^  on  decree  for  specifio 
performance,  the  defendant  is  in  contempt  for  refusal  to  perform,  the 
court  may  give  it  effect  by  establishiog  the  contract  as  if  it  had  been 
executed  ;  and  by  enjoining  and  restraining  the  defendant  from  denying 
its  execution  and  delivery ;  and  from  defending  himself  in  any  action 
by  denying  its  execution  :  Wharton  v.  Stoutenburph,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Such  substituted  decree,  made  while  the  defendant  is  in  contempt, 
may  be  without  notice,  but  he  has  the  right  of  appeal  therefrom :  Id, 

Statute.    See  Comtitutional  Law. 

Conjutraction — Punctuation, — In  construing  a  statute,  punctuation 
may  aid,  but  does  not  control,  unless  other  means  fail ;  and  in  rendering 
the  meaning  of  a  statute,  punctuation  may  be  changed  or  disregarded  : 
AOmght  V.  Payne,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Judidal  cognisance  of  Local  Law. — It  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to 
take  judicial  cognisance  of  public  local  laws,  within  the  sphere  of  their 
operatioD,  equally  with  public  general  laws:  Slymer  v.  Maryland^ 
o2  Hd. 
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Street.   See  Mumctpal  Corporation. 
Sunday. 

Puhlicaiion  of  Ordinance  on, — Publication  of  the  prelimiDarj  and 
other  ordinances,  with  respect  to  a  street  improvement,  in  a  newspaper 
of  genera]  circulation,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  statute,  is 
a  valid  and  legal  publicatioui  although  such  newspaper  is  onljpablLshed 
on  Sunday  :  Ha*ting9  v.  City  of  Columbus,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Tax  and  Taxation.    See  Municipal  Corporation;  National  Bank. 

Trust.   See  WiU, 

Trustees. 

Orphans'  Court — Opening  Account. — The  orphans'  court  has  the 
power  to  open  a  decree  settling  an  intermediate  account  of  trustees,  in 
which  it  appears  that  commissions  were  allowed  in  excess  of  the  sum 
fixed  by  the  statute  :  Jackson  v.  Reynolds^  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Usury. 

Suit  by  Principal  after  Payment  of  Debt. — Where  a  principal  debtor 
conveyed  land  to  his  surety,  to  indemnify  him  against  loss,  and,  after 
the  debt  had  been  reduced  to  judgment  and  a  levy  made,  the  surety 
paid  off  the  execution,  and  thereupon  brought  ejectment  against  his 
principal  to  recover  the  land,  it  was  no  defence  to  this  action  to  allege 
that  there  was  usury  in  the  contract  between  the  principal  and  the  ori- 
ginal creditors.  The  deed  from  the  principal  to  the  surety  was  not 
tainted  with  usury  in  the  contract  between  the  principal  and  his  cred- 
itors ;  and  as  between  them,  the  judgment  fixed  the  indebtedness  :  ifo- 
pies  V.  Cox  J  71  or  72  Ga. 

Will. 

Devise — Condition  as  to  Membership  of  Religious  Order — Public 
Policy — Trust — Charity — Municipal  Corporation — Equity. — It  is  not 
against  public  policy  to  make  a  devise  or  bequest  dependent  upon  the  con- 
dition that  the  legatee  should  withdraw  from  the  priesthood,  or  member- 
ship of  any  order  or  society  connected  with  the  Roman  Catholic  Church, 
or  refrain  from  forming  any  such  connection;  and  testator  has  the 
right  to  make  the  enjoyment  of  his  bounty  dependent  upon  such  condi- 
tion attached  to  it:  Bamum  v.  Mayor,  dsc,  of  Baltimore,  62  Md. 

Under  its  charter,  the  city  of  Baltimore  has  the  power  to  accept  and 
hold  in  trust,  any  property  for  educational  and  charitable  purposes  :  Id. 

Where  property  is  held  by  a  municipal  corporation  in  trust,  or  where 
the  trust  reposed  in  the  corporation  is  for  a  charity  within  the  scope  of 
its  duties,  a  court  of  chancery  will  prevent  the  misapplication  of  the 
trust  funds,  and  compel  the  execution  of  the  trust.  And  this  jurisdic- 
tion is  not  founded  upon  the  statute  of  43  Elizabeth,  ch.  4,  but  is  a 
part  of  the  original  inherent  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  over 
the  subject  of  trusts :  Id, 


THE 


AMERICAN  LAW  REGISTER. 


JUNE  1885. 


MARRIED  WOMEN  TRADERS. 

The  discussion  of  this  subject  will  fall  under  two  main  heads, 
first,  the  sources  of  married  women's  capacity  to  trade,  how  far 
they  could  trade  at  common  law  and  in  equity,  and  the  effect  of 
modern  statutes ;  and  second,  the  incidents  of  married  women's 
capacity  to  trade — their  rights,  powers,  obligations  and  disabilities, 
when  engaged  in  trade  under  some  common  law,  equitable  or  stat- 
utory capacity.  Many  points  not  directly  involved  must  be  referred 
to  for  the  purpose  of  argument  and  illustration,  and  on  such  points 
the  cases  are  not  collected  in  this  paper. 

I.  Sources  op  Married  Women's  capacity  to  Trade. 
Sect.  1.  General  view, — (a).  At  Common  Law  generally ^  a  mar- 
ried woman  could  make  no  contract  whatever;  Norris  v.  Lantz,  18 
Md.  260,  269 ;  all  her  time  and  labor  belonged  to  her  husband 
{Seitz  V.  Mitchell,  94  U.  S.  580,  584),  as  did  all  the  present  en- 
joyment  of  her  property.  See  Manns  Appeal,  50  Penn.  St.  375, 
381.    She  had  in  fact  no  legal  existence  apart  from  her  husband : 
White  V.  Wager,  25  N.  Y.  325,  328 ;  therefore  she  could  not  trade 
at  all :  Caret/  v.  Burruss,  20  W.  Va.  571,  575;  43  Am.  Rep.  790; 
see  Bradstreet  v.  Baer,  41  Md.  19,  23  ;  Netterville  v.  Barber,  52 
Miss.  168,  171 ;  McKinnon  v.  McDonald,  4  Jones'  Eq.  1.    If  a 
female  trader  married,  the  trade  became  her  husband's  {Ashworth 
Y.  Outram,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  Div.  923,  929),  and  if  she  had  been  trad- 
ing as  partner,  the  partnership  was  dissolved :  Alexander  v.  Mor- 
gan, 31  Ohio  St.  546,  550.    But  when  owing  to  her  husband's 
Vol.  XXXIII.— 45  (S53) 
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abandonment  of  the  state,  &c.,  she  had  the  capacities  of  a  feme 
sole  (see  Stewart  Mar.  &  Div.,  sect.  177),  and  in  some  places  by 
custom  [Carey  v.  Burruas,  20  W.  Va.  571,  575,  43  Am.  Rep.  790), 
a  married  woman  could  trade  as  if  unmarried. 

(b)  .  Wife's  Earningi, — As  a  married  woman  could  not  contract 
at  all  by  the  common  law,  she  could  not  enter  into  any  kind  of 
engagement  or  employment  on  her  own  account,  but  all  her  time, 
services,  wages  and  earnings  of  every  kind,  belonged  to  her  hus- 
band :  Cecil  V.  Juxon,  1  Atk.  278,  279 ;  G-lenn  v.  Johnson,  18 
Wall.  476,  478 ;  McLemore  v.  Pinkston,  31  Ala.  267,  270 ;  Etn- 
man  v.  Parkis,  33  Conn.  188,  197 ;  Hazelbaker  v.  Goodfellow^ 
64  111.  238,  241 ;  Cranor  v.  Winters,  75  Ind.  801,  803 ;  Glover  v. 
Alcott,  11  Mich.  471,  482  ;  Uaybold  Y,Raybold,  20  Penn.  St.  308, 
311 ;  Eallowell  v.  Horter,  35  Id.  375,  380.  Still  her  husband  could 
agree  that  she  should  have  her  earnings,  just  as  he  could  invest  her 
with  any  property  of  his,  except  as  against  his  creditors,  and  his 
agreement  would  be  enforced  in  equity :  McLemore  v.  Pinkston, 
31  Ala.  267,  269;  Peterson  v.  Mulford,  36  N.  J.  L.  482,  487; 
Hoyt  V.  White,  46  N.  H.  45,  47  ;  Elliott  v.  Bentley,  17  Wis.  591, 
596.  His  agreement,  however,  could  give  her  no  personal  capacity, 
but  only  the  right,  in  his  place  and  stead,  to  collect  and  keep  the 
wages  or  rewards  of  her  labors :  Uhrig  v.  Horstman,  8  Bush  172, 
177  ;  Stewart  Mar  &  Div.,  sect.  181.  So  by  statute,  in  most  states, 
the  wife's  earnings  are  secured  to  her  separate  use :  see  Martin  v. 
Robson,  65  111.  129,  135,  16  Am.  Rep.  578.  These  statutes  were 
passed  to  protect  wives  from  shiftless,  improvident  and  dissipated 
husbands  (Youngworth  v.  Jewell,  15  Nev.  45,  47),  and  were  in 
form  the  earliest  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the  trade  of  married 
women. 

(c)  The  Increase  of  Wives*  Separate  Property. — Although  at 
common  law  all  the  interest,  profits,  rents  and  increase  of  a  mar- 
ried woman's  property  vested  in  the  husband  just  as  the  property 
itself  did,  except  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate  vested  in 
him  as  personalty,  she  had  her  separate  estate  first  in  equity  and 
then  by  statute,  and  the  increase  of  such  estate  was  also  separate 
property:  Gore  v.  Knig?it,  2  Vern.  635;  Barrack  v.  McOulloch, 
3  Kay  &  J.  110,  119;  Hoot  v.  Sorrell,  11  Ala.  386,  899,  404; 
Sanford  v.  Atwood,  44  Conn.  141,  143 ;  Bongard  v.  Core,  82  111. 
19,  21 ;  Stout  v.  Perry,  70  Ind.  501,  504 ;  Russell  v.  Long,  52 
Iowa  250,  252 ;  Hanson  v.  MilleU,  56  Me.  184,  189 ;  HiU  v. 
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Chambers,  30  Mich.  422,  429 ;  Williams  v.  Mc  Grade,  18  Minn. 
46,  52;  Hutchins  v.  Colby,  48  N.  H.  159,  161 ;  Knapp  v.  Smith, 
27  N.  Y.  280 ;  Holcomb  v.  Meadville,  92  Penn.  St.  838,  343 ; 
NeU(m  V.  Hollins,  9  Baxt.  558,  554 ;  Braden  v.  Gose,  57  Tex.  87, 
40;  Dayton  v.  Walsh,  47  Wis.  118,  118;  and  therefore  the  pro- 
dncts  of  all  investments  or  uses  of  her  separate  property,  though 
snch  products  result  in  part  from  her  own  efforts  and  from  the  labor, 
skill  and  knowledge  of  her  husband :  Aldridge  v.  Muirhead,  101 
U.S.  397,  899;  Stout  v.  Terry,  70  Ind.  501,  504;  Cooper  y. 
Ham,  49  Id.  893,400;  Langford  v.  Grierson,  5  Bradf.  361,  365; 
Russell  V.  Long,  52  Iowa  250,  252 ;  Miller  v.  Peck,  18  W.  Va. 
75,  79-97.  In  a  sense,  therefore,  as  will  be  shown  below,  she  can 
trade  with  her  separate  property. 

[d).  Summary  of  Sources^ — So  that  a  married  woman  may  be 
found  on  her  own  account  earning  money,  trading  or  in  business — 
the  meaning  of  these  words  will  be  defined  below — ^by  virtue  (1)  of 
her  right  to  her  earnings,  depending  on  her  husband's  consent  or 
on  statute ;  or  (2)  of  her  ownership  of  equitable  or  statutory  sepa- 
rate  property  ;  or  (8)  of  her  capacities  as  a  feme  sole,  due  to  the 
peculiar  conduct  of  her  husband  or  to  statute ;  or  (4)  of  her  capacity 
to  trade,  due  to  custom  or  to  statute. 

Sect,  2.  Definitions, — Earnings,   Trade,  Business,  etc, — Al- 
though the  distinction  between  personal  earnings  and  the  increase 
of  property  is  quite  clear  (see  Mitchell  v.  Satvyer,  21  Iowa  582, 
583 ;  also,  supra),  and  for  this  reason,  as  hereinafter  shown,  mar- 
ried women's  separate  property  acts  do  not  destroy  a  husband's 
rights  to  his  wife's  personal  services:  Glover  v.  Alcott,  11  Mich. 
470,  480;  it  is  very  hard  to  draw  any  line  between  personal 
earnings  and  the  profits  of  trade  in  which  property  is  used.  See 
Haight  v.  McVeagh,  69  111.  624,  629;  Dayton  v.  Walsh,  46 
Wis.  113,  120.    The  terms  used  in  the  books  in  connection  with 
married  women's  trade  are  not  sharply  defined,  and  their  meaning 
has  given  rise  to  considerable  discussion. 

(a).  Earnings. — "Earnings"  are  what  is  earned,  gained  or 
merited  by  labor,  services  or  performances,  wages  or  reward :  Day- 
ton V.  Walsh,  47  Wis.  118,  120 ;  and  the  earnings  secured  to  a 
married  woman  by  a  statute  are  not  confined  to  the  results  of 
manual  labor — to  wages  for  washing  or  sewing — but  include  the 
product  of  trade  also :  ffaight  v.  Mc  Veagh,  69  111.  624,  628 ; 
and  the  stock  in  trade  of  a  married  woman,  bought  with  her  earn- 
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ings,  is  included  within  the  term  earnings:  Lovell  v.  Newtony  L. 
R.,  4  C.  P.  Div.  7,  11,  12. 

(6).  Trade  and  Business, — "  Trade"  or  "business"  means  an  em- 
ployment to  which  the  party  devotes  a  considerable  portion  of  her 
time,  skill  and  means  [Holmes  v.  Sblmes^  40  Conn.  117,  119) — 
business  that  is  continuing  in  its  nature  and  embraces  many  trans- 
actions: Holmes  v.  Holmes,  40  Conn.  117, 119;  Proper  y.  Cobbj  104 
Mass.  589, 590).  Engaging  in  trade  and  business  means  not  only  trad- 
ing in  a  commercial  sense,  but  also  being  engaged  in  other  employ- 
ments which  require  time,  labor  and  skill :  Netterville  v.  Barber, 
52  Miss.  168,  171 ;  it  means  engaging  in  a  business  pursuit, 
mechanical,  manufacturing  or  commercial :  Nash  v.  Mitchell,  71 
N.  Y.  200,  203.    To  illustrate :  Though  a  single  transaction  may 
be  a  business  one,  it  does  not  make  the  party  a  trader :  Holmes,  40 
Conn.  117,  119 ;  Netterville  v.  Barber,  52  Miss.  168, 171 ;  horse- 
dealing  may  be  a  business,  but  a  woman  who  buys  or  sells  a  single 
horse  is  not  necessarily  in  that  business :  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  40  Conn. 
117,  120  ;  Proper  v.  Cobb,  104  Mass.  589,  590  ;  so,  farming  may 
be  a  business,  but  employing  a  man  to  work  on  one's  farm  does 
not  make  one  a  farmer  by  trade:  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  40  Conn.  117, 
120 ;  renting  a  house  may  be  a  business  transaction,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  trade :  Knowles  v.  Hull,  99  Mass.  562,  564 ;  but  a 
lease  of  rooms  is  not  necessarily  the  contract  of  a  trader :  Holmes^ 
40  Conn.  117,  119;  so  a  married  woman's  receipt  and  disburse- 
ment of  her  rents  and  profits,  though  done  in  a  business  way,  does 
not  constitute  her  a  trader :  Proper  v.  Cobb,  104  Mass.  589,  590 ; 
Nash  Y.  Mitchell,  71  N.  Y.  200,  203 ;  nor  is  she  a  trader  when 
she  is  not  acting  generally  with  the  public,  but  is  simply  taking 
care  of  her  own  property :  Proper  v.  Cobb,  104  Mass.  589,  590 ; 
or  collecting  or  investing  her  income :  Wheeler  v.  Raymond,  130 
Mass.  247,  248,  249 ;  Nash  v.  Mitchell,  71  N.  Y.  200,  208. 
When  she  may  trade  she  is  not  confined  to  any  particular  trade : 
Guttman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  455,  459 ;  she  may  not  only  engage 
in  washing  or  sewing  {Haight  v.  McVeagh,  69  111.  624,  628), 
dressmaking  or  millinery  [Jassoy  v.  Delius^  65  Id.  469,  471  ; 
Tuttle  V.  Hoag,  46  Mo.  38,  40),  keeping  a  dairy  [KrousJcop  v. 
Shontz,  51  Wis.  204,  205,  207),  keeping  a  boarding-house  [Chap- 
man V.  Briggs,  11  Allen  546,  547 ;  Dawes  v.  Rodier,  325  Mass. 
421,  423 ;  Hamden  v.  Gould,  126  Id.  411, 412),  keeping  a  grocery 
or  provision  store  [Haight  v.  Mc  Veagh,  69  111.  624,  628 ;  Abbey 
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r.  Beyo,  44  Barb.  374,  882),  and  in  other  pursuits  specially 
adapted  to  her  sex  {Ghittman  v.  ScannelU  7  Cal.  455,  459);  but 
she  may  be  a  farmer  {Camden  v.  Mullen^  29  Cal.  564,  566  ;  Snow 
V.  Sheldon,  126  Mass.  332,  383  ;  Chapman  v.  FoBter,  6  Allen  136, 
138;  Abhey  v.  Deyo,  44  Barb.  374,  382 ;  Krouskop  v.  Shontz, 
51  Wis.  204,  205,  207 ;  but  see  McDaniel  v.  Comwell,  1  Hill 
S.  C.  428,  429),  a  miller  [Cooper  v.  Ham,  49  Ind.  393,  416),  a 
saloon  or  tavern-keeper  (Porter  v.  Gamba,  43  Cal.  105,  108 ; 
Ni^el  V.  Laparle,  74  111.  306,  307 ;  Silveu9  v.  Porter,  74  Penn. 
St.  448,  449),  a  clothier  [Outtman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  455,  456  ; 
Bdlow%  V.  Rosenthal,  31  Ind.  116, 117),  an  ironmonger  v. 
Deyo,  44  Barb.  374,  882) ;  she  may  work  a  mine  or  quarry,  or 
may  go  into  the  lumber  business  :  Netteruille  v.  Barber,  52  Miss. 
168, 172 ;  though,  if  her  trade  is  unsuited  to  her,  this  is  a  fact 
to  be  considered,  if  her  husband's  creditors  are  trying  to  show  that 
the  business  is  really  his :  Chittman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  455,  459. 
So,  she  may  engage  in  the  professions — may  devote  her  talents  to 
literature,  acting,  singing  {Dayton  v.  Walsh,  46  Wis.  113,  120) ; 
and,  in  fact,  under  a  general  power  to  trade,  may  follow  any  legiti- 
mate calling :  Guttman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  455,  459 ;  Haight  v. 
McVeagh,  69  111.  624,  628;  Chapman  v.  Briggs,  11  Allen  546, 
547. 

((?).  Separate  Trade, — The  trade  of  a  married  woman  is  usually 
spoken  of  as  her    separate''  trade;  but  the  word  "separate" 
refers  rather  to  her  independent  status  than  to  the  mode  in  which 
she  shall  trade  {Zimmerman  v.  Erhard,  58  How.  Pr.  11, 14) ;  and 
it  does  not  mean  that  she  shall  trade  alone,  or  prevent  her  living 
with  her  husband  while  trading  {Lovell  v.  Newton,  L.  R.,  4  C. 
P.  D.  7,  12 ;  NewbHck  v.  Dugan,  61  Ala.  251,  253 ;  Parker 
7.  Simonds,  1  Allen  258,  260),  or  allowing  him  to  join  in  the 
business:  Guttman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  455,  459.    In  some 
states,  however,  it  has  been  held  that  she  must  keep  her  business 
separate  {ffaas  v.  Shaw,  91  Ind.  384,  389,  396),  or  separate 
from  her  husband  {Lord  v.  Parker,  3  Allen  127,  129),  and  that 
the  joint  and  mingled  earnings  of  husband  and  wife  are  his  pro- 
perty: Hawkins  v.  Providence,  119  Mass.  596,  599. 

Sect.  8.  Capacity  to  Trade  at  Common  Law* — At  common  law 
when  a  husband  was  civilly  dead,  had  abjured  the  realm,  etc.,  his 
vife'  had  the  status  of  an  unmarried  woman  (see  Stewart  Mar.  & 
Div.,  sects.  176-178),  and,  therefore,  could  trade  as  such  [Carey 
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V.  Burru88,  20  W.  Va.  571,  575,  43  Am.  Rep.  790) ;  and  in 
some  states  there  are  statutes  to  this  effect  declaratory  of  the  com- 
mon law.  See  Hannon  v.  Madden^  10  Bush  664,  667  ;  Woodcock 
V.  Reed^  5  Allen  207,  208.  So,  by  the  custom  of  London  and  other 
places  a  married  woman  carrying  on  trade  apart  from  her  husband 
had  the  capacities  of  a  feme  sole  {Petty  v.  Anderson^  2  C.  &  P. 
38,  39 ;  Beard  v.  Webb,  2  Bos.  &  P.  93,  97 ;  Lovie  v.  PhUlips, 
3  Burr.  1776,  1783 ;  Netterville  v.  Barber,  52  Miss.  168,  171  ; 
Carey  v.  Burruas,  20  W.  Va.  571,  575;  43  Am.  Rep.  790);  but 
such  a  custom  has  never  existed  in  this  country  (see  Jacobs  v. 
Featherstone,  6  W.  &  S.  346),  except  in  South  Carolina:  {Mc- 
Daniel  v.  ComwelU  1  Hill  S.  C.  428.  429 ;  Newbiggin  v.  Fellans, 
2  Bay  162,  165;  Dial  v.  Neuffer,  3  Rich.  78,  79.) 

Sect.  4.  Capacity  to  Trade  in  Equity, — In  those  states  where  a 
married  woman  is  sfeme  9ole  in  equity  as  to  her  equitable  separate 
estate,  she  may  use  the  same  in  ,trade,  and  the  profits  of  such  trade 
are  equitable  separate  property  likewise :  Johnson  v.  Gallagher^  3 
DeGex,  F.  &  J.  494,  509 ;  Jarman  v.  Wooloton,  3  Term  618, 
622 ;  Conklin  v.  Boul,  67  111.  355,  357  ;  Jenkins  v.  Flinn,  37 
Ind.  349,  352 ;  Stevens  v.  Beed,  112  Mass.  515 ;  Fenn  v.  White- 
head, 17  Gratt.  503,  512,  513 ;  Fartridge  v.  Stocker,  36  Vt.  108, 
115 ;  Carey  v.  Burruss,  20  W.  Va.  571,  579  ;  Todd  v.  Lee,  16 
Wis,  480,  483  ;  but  in  such  trade  she  has  no  personal  capacities  : 
Conklin  v.  Doul,  67  111.  355, 357  ;  Tuttle  v.  Hoag,  46  Mo.  38,  41 ; 
ca^es  last  cited.  Equity  recognises  her  separate  existence  only 
with  respect  to  her  separate  property,  and  her  contracts  made  in 
the  course  of  her  trade  can  be  collected  only  if  they  have  been 
properly  charged  on  said  property.  See  Todd  v.  Lee,  16  Wis. 
480,  483.  In  those  states  where  she  has,  as  to  her  equitable 
separate  property,  only  the  powers  expressly  given  her,  she  can, 
of  course,  exercise  only  such  powers. 

Sect.  5.  Capacity  to  Trade  with  consent  of  Husbccnd, — A  hus- 
band cannot,  by  his  consent,  change  the  personal  status  of  his  wife 
(Stewart  Mar.  &  Div.,  sect.  181),  or  enable  her  to  trade  with  the 
capacities,  rights  and  liabilities  of  ^ifeme  sole  ( Ulirig  v.  Horstman, 
8  Bush  172,  177) ;  but  he  may  allow  her,  as  his  agent,  to  engage 
in  business  and  to  retain  the  profits  {Ashworth  v.  Outram,  L.  R., 
5  Ch.  Div.  923,  981);  or  he  may  agree,  before  or  after  mar- 
riage,  that  she  shall  keep  her  earnings  or  carry  on  business  for 
her  own  use  {Fenn  v.  Whitehead,  17  Gratt.  503,  512) ;  and  he 
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may  give  her,  if  he  chooses,  the  necessary  capital  to  start  with  : 
Lockwood  V.  Collin,  4  Robt.  129,  136.    Any  such  gift  of  earn- 
ings, profits  or  property,  is  good,  at  least  in  equity,  against  him- 
self; (see  Jarman  v.  Wooloton^  3  Term  618,  622 ;  Ashworth  v. 
OtUram,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  Div.  923,  931 ;  Oglesby  v.  Hall,  30  Ga.  386, 
390;  Jenkins  v.  Flinn,  37  Ind.  349,  352 ;  Conklin  v.  Doul,  67  111. 
3oo.  357 ;  Fisk  v.  Oushman,  6  Cush.  20,  29  ;  Oropsey  v.  Mc- 
Kinney,  30  Barb.  47,  57  ;  Sammis      McLaughlin^  35  N.  Y. 
647,650;  Penn  v.  Whitehead,  17  Gratt.  503,  512;  Richardson 
V.  Merrill,  32  Vt.  27,  36 ;  Carey  v.  Burruss,  20  W.  Va.  571, 
579;  Siimson  v.  White,  20  Wis.  562,  563);  and  his  heirs, 
Tokntery  assigns,  etc.,  {Richardson  v.  Merrill,  32  Vt.  27,  36) ; 
but  not  against  his  creditors   {Uhrig  v.  Horstman,  8  Bush 
172,  176;  Oropsey  v.  Mc Kinney,  30  Barb.  47,  57;  McKinnon 
V.  McDonald,  4  Jones  Eq.  1,  6),  unless  on  valuable  consideration : 
J^m  V.  Whitehead,  17  Gratt.  503,  512.    When  a  wife  thus  trades 
under  a  settlement  from  or  agreement  with  her  husband,  she 
takes  in  equity  as  with  equitable  separate  property  {Penn  v. 
Whitehead,  17  Gratt.  603,  518);  at  law  the  business,  profits, 
etc.,  are  absolutely  the  husband's :  Stimson  v.  White,  20  Wis. 
562,  563.   If  the  husband's  consent  to  his  wife's  trading  is  by 
mere  oral  assent  and  without  consideration,  though  he  cannot  ask 
^ck  profits  already  made  and  collected  by  her  (see  Oreen  v.  Pal- 
12  N.  J.  Eq.  267,  268 ;  Partridge  v.  Stocker,  36  Vt.  108, 
11^))  he  can  revoke  his  consent  and  claim  the  business  as  his  own : 
Cmklvn  V.  Doul,  67  111.  355,  357 ;  iHimson  v.  White,  20  Wis. 
562,  563.    If  she  carries  on  her  business  independently  of  her 
husband  with  equitable  separate  property,  though  by  his  consent, 
provided  that  he  takes  no  part  therein  and  gives  the  world  no  right 
to  trust  his  credit :  (see  Wortman  v.  Price,  47  111.  22,  24 ;  Shackle- 
>iv.  Collier,  6  Bush  149, 159;  Alt  v.  Lafayette,  9  Mo.  App.  91 ; 
Pawhy  V.  Vogel,  42  Mo.  291 ;  Lyman  v.  Place,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  30  ; 
^<^tional  Bank  v.  Sprague,  20  Id.  13,  25  ;  Quidort  v.  Pergeaux, 
18  Id.  472,  480 ;  Bucher  v.  Ream,  68  Penn.  St.  421,  426) ;  or 
P^'ovided  that-all  the  credit  is  given  to  her  {Jenkins  v.  Flinn,  37 
^'^d-  349,  852;  Tuttle  v.  Hoag,  46  Mo.  38,  42,  see  Harvey  v. 
"^^^on,  4  Jur.  42,  43 ;  Pearson  v.  Darrington,  32  Ala.  227,  241, 
f}'  ^ayhr  v.  Shelton,  30  Conn.  122, 127, 128 ;  Morris  v.  Root, 
Ga,  686,  688 ;  Connerat  v.  Goldsmith,  6  Id.  14 ;  Meiners  v 
^^^^^en,  53  Ind.  138,  142;  Weisker  v.  Lowenthal,  31  Md.  413> 
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418 ;  Fower8  v.  Rtissett,  26  Mich.  179 ;  ffill  v.  Goodrich,  46 
N.  H.  41 ;  WtUon  v.  EerbeH,  41  N.  J.  L.  454,  461 ;  ffappek  v. 
Bartby,  7  Baxt.  411,  414 ;  Eoberts  v.  Kelley,  57  Vt.  97,  101), 
he  is  not  liable;  nor  is  she  {Tuttle  v.  ffooff,  46  Mo.  88,  41; 
Oonklin  v.  Doul,  67  111.  305,  308),  though  her  equitable  sepa- 
rate estate  may  be,  if  properly  charged.  But  if  she  is  merely 
doing  business  in  her  husband's  place  and  stead  with  his  con- 
sent, she  is  merely  his  agent  and  the  business  is  his;  he  may 
claim,  the  profits  (Siri^zer  v.  Valentitiey  4:  Duer  96,  99;  Stinmn 
V.  White,  20  Wis.  502,  563),  the  business  is  liable  to  his  creditors 
(see  Fatton  v.  Gates,  67  111.  164,  167  ;  Wilson  v.  Loomis,  55  Id. 
352,  355;  Clinton  v.  Hummell  25  N.  J.  Eq.  45,  47),  and  he  is 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  business :  Barlow  v.  Bishop,  1  East  432, 
434 ;  Godfrey  v.  Brooks,  5  Harn  (Del.)  396,  397  ;  Conklin  t. 
Doul,  67  111.  355,  357;  Jenkins  v.  Flinn,  37  Ind.  349,  352; 
Ch'opsey  v.  McKinney,  30  Barb.  47,  57  ;  Barton  v.  Beer^  35  Id. 
78,  79  ;  Switzer  v.  Valentine,  4  Duer  96,  99 ;  Swasey  v.  Antram, 
24  Ohio  St.  87,  95;  Jacobs  v.  Featherstone,  6  W.  &  S.  347,  349; 
Fartridge  v.  Stocker,  36  Vt.  108,  114.  Whether  the  business  is 
really  his  or  hers  is  a  question  of  fact :  Jarman  v.  Woohton,  3 
Term  618,  622;  Glover  v.  AlcoU,  11  Mich.  471,  479;  Abbey  y. 
Deyo,  44  N.  Y.  343 ;  Fartridge  v.  Stocker,  S6  Vt.  108,  113. 
What  has  been  said  under  this  section  applies  only  where  no  stat- 
ute has  changed  the  common  law  as  to  married  women's  disabilities. 
Under  the  statutes,  generally,  the  husband's  consent  is  not  neces- 
sary to  enable  a  wife  to  trade,  nor  does  his  mere  consent  involve 
him  in  the  liabilities  of  the  business. 

Sect.  6.  Capacity  under  Separate  Froperty  Acts, — As  a  general 
rule,  statutes  which  secure  to  married  women  the  separate  enjoy- 
ment of  their  property,  do  not  change  their  personal  status  (see 
M4  Law  Record,  March  1,  1884) — a  rule  analogous  to  the  rule 
in  equity,  that  equity  recognises  married  women's  separate  exist- 
ence only  in  connection  with  their  separate  property.  These 
acts  do  not  by  implication  destroy  the  husband's  common-law 
right  to  his  wife's  earnings  {Seitz  v.  Mitchell,  94  U.  S.  580, 
584  ;  McLemore  v.  Finkston,  31  Ala.  267,  270 ;  Bear  v.  Hays, 
36  111.  280,  281 ;  Connor  v.  Berry,  46  Id.  370,  372 ;  McMurtry 
V.  Webster,  48  Id.  123,  124;  Marshall  v.  Duke,  51  Ind.  62; 
Duncan  v.  Eoselle,  15  Iowa  501,  503;  Merrill  v.  Smith,  37  Me. 
394,  396;  Glover  v.  Alcott,  11  Mich.  470,  482;  Apple  y.Ganong, 
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47  Miss.  197,  199 ;  Hoyt  v.  White,  46  N.  H.  45,  47  ;  Quidort  r. 
Pergeaux,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  472,  480 ;  Rider  v.  Euhe,  33  Barb.  264, 
270;  Syme  v.  Riddle,  88  N.  C.  468,  466;  Rayhold  v.  Rayhold, 
20  Penn.  St.  808,  311) ;  but  they  do  usually  expressly  or  by 
iioplication  secure  to  the  wife  the  natural  increase  of  her  pro- 
perty [Stout  V.  Perry,  70  Ind.  501,  504 ;  and  since  such  increase 
is  hers,  though  largely  the  result  of  her  husband's  efforts  {Aldridge 
T.  Muirkeadj  101  U.  S.  397,  399,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason 
why  her  own  services  to  it,  though  these  belonged  to  her  husband, 
should  injuriously  affect  her  rights.  See  Mitchell  v.  Sawyer,  21 
Iowa  582,  583.  When  a  married  woman  has,  as  above  suggested, 
no  powers  by  statute  unconnected  with  her  statutory  separate  pro- 
perty, her  dealings  with  such  property  in  the  way  of  trade  must  be 
sabject  to  limitations  of  the  same  character  as  those  which  control  her 
trading  with  her  equitable  separate  estate  :  see  0' Daily  v.  Morris, 
31  Ind.  Ill,  112 ;  Todd  v.  Lee,  16  Wis.  480,  483.  She  cannot,  for 
example,  trade  under  such  a  statute  on  her  personal  credit:  Glover 
y.AlcoU,  11  Mich.  470, 480, 485;  Robinson  v.  Wallace,  39  Penn.  St. 
133.  Her  power  to  manage  her  separate  estate  and  her  power  to 
trade  are  quite  distinct :  Wheeler  v.  Raymond,  130  Mass.  247,  248 ; 
Nath  V.  Mitchell,  71  N.  Y.  199, 203.  A  contract  for  furniture  to 
be  used  in  a  boarding-house  which  is  her  separate  property  ( 2VZZwan 
V.  Shackleton,  15  Mich.  447,  454 ;  Chapman  v.  Briggs,  11  Allen 
547),  or  for  horses  for  her  livery  stable  (Manderback  v.  Mock,  29 
Penn.  St.  43,  47),  may  be  invalid  as  contracts  of  a  trader,  but  valid 
M  contracts  with  relation  to  her  separate  property. 

Sect.  7.  Capacity  under  other  Statutes. — A  statute  securing  to  a 
inarried  woman  her  earnings  or  the  products  of  her  skill  and  industry, 
by  implication  enables  her  to  earn  money  and  to  trade  (see  Haight 
V.  UcVeagh,  69  111.  624,  628 ;  Adams  v.  Eonness,  62  Barb.  326, 
336  ;  Krouskop  v.  Shontz,  51  Wis.  204,  215 ;  Dayton  v.  Walsh,  47 
Id.  113, 120 ;  Bovard  v.  Kettering.  5  Out.  181),  just  as  statutes 
aecuring  to  married  women  property  acquired  by  purchase  enable  them, 
to  purchase  on  credit  {Tiemeyer  v.  Tumquist,  85  N.  Y.  516,  521; 
39  Am.  Rep.  674) ;  thus  alone  are  such  statutes  given  a  reasonable 
leaning.  A  statute  enabling  married  women  to  trade,  unless  it 
contains  restricting  provisions  (see  Bradstreetv.  Baer,  41  Md.  19, 

23),  enables  them  to  trade  just  as  if  they  were  sole  {Bodine  v.  Kil- 
53  N.  Y.  93,  96) — to  use  any  of  the  usual  means  of  trade 

(ffttttman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  458,  459 j,  and  to  engage  in  any 
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legitimate  calling :  Baight  v.  Mc  Veaghj  69  111.  624,  628.  In 
some  states  the  statutes  require  married  women  traders  to  secure 
a  special  license,  or  file  among  the  records  a  special  declaration,  or 
obtain  a  decree  of  court,  before  they  can  engage  in  trade  (see 
Adams  v.  Knowlton^  22  Cal.  283 ;  Reading  v.  Mullen^  31  Id. 
104,  106 ;  Martinez  v.  Ward,  19  Fla.  176 ;  Franklin,  79  Ky. 
497,  498  ;  Moran  v.  Moran,  12  Bush  303  ;  Uhrig  v.  Eor$tman,  8 
Id.  172,  177  ;  Wheeler  v.  Raymond,  130  Mass.  247,  248 ;  Snow 
V.  Sheldon,  126  Id.  332,  334;  Youngworthy.  Jewell,  15  Nev.  45, 
47  ;  King  v.  Thompson,  87  Penn.  St.  365,  368 ;  Ulsey  MeDan- 
iel,  95  Id.  472,  474;  Orrell  v.Van  Gorder,  96  Id.  180, 181);  but 
it  seems  that  she  cannot  plead  her  failure  to  conform  with  such 
requirements,  as  they  are  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband's 
creditors :  Porter  v.  Cramha,  43  Cal.  105,  109.  See  Youngworth 
V.  Jewell,  15  Nev.  45,  47.  Since  her  personal  incapacity  to  con- 
tract is  the  main  cause  of  a  married  woman's  inability  to  trade  at 
common  law,  all  statutes  enabling  her  to  contract  indirectly  enable 
her  to  trade. 

II. — The  Incidents  of  Married  Women's  Capacity  to  Trade. 

Sect.  8.  Status,  Rights  and  Liabilities  of  Married  Women 
Traders,  Generally, — The  status,  rights  and  liabilities  of  married 
women  traders,  have  been  already  to  some  extent  discussed,  and 
the  importance,  in  this  connection,  of  considering  the  source  of  a 
particular  trader's  capacity  in  any  particular  case  must  be  appar- 
ent. Generally  speaking,  when  a  married  woman  can  trade  only 
by  virtue  of  her  ownership  of  equitable  or  statutory  separate  estate, 
she  cannot  trade  on  her  personal  credit  or  act  as  a  feme  sole 
{0' Daily  v.  Morris,  31  Ind.  Ill,  112;  GUver  v.  AlcoU,  11 
Mich.  470,  485;  Robinson  v.  Wallace,  39  Penn.  St.  133;  but 
can  only  deal  with  the  property  so  that  the  profits  will  enure  to 
her  own  benefit  (Mitchell  v.  Sawyer,  21  Iowa  582,  583 ;  Carey 
V.  Burruss,  20  W.  Va.  571,  579  ;  and  can  only  render  it  liable  for 
her  debts  by  charging  it— contracting  with  reference  to  it,  etc. — her 
contracts  being  valid  against  it,  not  because  she  is  a  trader,  but 
because  they  are  such  as  may  be  enforced  in,  equity  or  under  the 
property  acts.  See  Tillman  v.  Shachleton,  15  Mich.  447  ;  Chafh 
man  v.  Briggs,  11  Allen  547  ;  Manderbach  v.  Mock,  29  Penn.  St. 
43,  47 ;  Todd  v.  Lee,  16  Wis.  480,  483.  So,  when  she  trades 
simply  as  her  husband's  agent,  though  she  binds  him  she  does  not 
bind  herself  personally :  (see  Conklin  v.  Doul,  67  111.  365,  357 ; 
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Tuttle  V.  Eoag,  46  Mo.  38,  41 ;  she  may  have  the  profits  if  he 
chooses  to  let  her  keep  them  (see  Fenn  v.  Whiteheadj  17  Gratt. 
503,  512 ;  but  he  and  the  business  are  liable  for  the  debts  con- 
tracted by  her  on  its  behalf :  Partridge  v.  Stocker^  86  Vt.  108, 
114.  When,  however,  she  may  trade  personally,  by  virtue  of  her 
husband's  abandonment,  etc.,  by  custom  or  by  statute,  she  can  trade 
just  as  if  unmarried :  (Abbey  v.  DeyOj  44  Barb.  374,  381 ; 
unless,  of  course,  the  statute  limits  her  capacity :  Young  v. 
13  Abb.  Pr.  13,  14.  In  such  case,  as  will  now  be  shown,  she,  for 
the  purposes  connected  with  her  business,  has  the  status  of  a  feme 
%ole^  the  fiillest  rights  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  profits  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  the  fullest  liabilities  for  its  debts. 

Sect.  9.  Express  Powers  of  Married  Women  Traders, — Most 
of  the  statutes  as  to  married  women  traders  expressly  provide  that 
they  shall  trade  "as  if  soh^'*  and  under  such  statutes  no  special 
questions  seem  to  have  arisen.  See  Berry  v.  Zeiss^  32  U.  C,  C.  P. 
231,  239;  PorUr  v.  aamba,  43  Cal.  105,  109;  Martinez  v. 
Ward,  19  Fla.  176,  187,  188 ;  Kingman  v.  Frank,  38  Hun 
471 ;  Williams  v.  Lord,  76  Va.  390,  398,  399 ;  Krouskop  v. 
ShontZy  51  Wis.  204,  217  ;  the  main  questions  are  as  to  the  implied 
powers  of  married  women  traders,  and  are  discussed  below.  In 
one  case  the  naming  of  certain  powers  was  held  a  denial  of  all  other 
powers:  Bradstreet  v.  Baer^  41  Md.  19,  23 ;  Oruzen  v.  McKaig^ 
67  Id.  404,  462. 

Sect.  10.  Implied  Powers  of  Married  Women  leaders. — 
Under  statutes  enabling  a  married  woman  to  trade  and  not  limiting 
her  capacities,  she  may  trade  precisely  as  if  unmarried ;  she  is,  as 
to  her  business,  a  feme  sole,  and  may  do  all  things  incidental  to 
trading  in  general,  and  all  things  usual  and  proper  in  the  particular 
trade  in  which  she  is  engaged :  Young  v.  Qori,  13  Abb.  Pr.  13, 14 
note.  See  Berry  v.  Zeiss,  32  U.  C,  C.  P.  231,  239 ;  Trieber  v. 
Stover,  30  Ark.  727,  730 ;  Camden  v.  Mullen,  29  Cal.  564,  566 ; 
Porter  v.  Gamba,  43  Id.  105,  109  ;  Rockwell  v.  Qark,  44  Conn. 
534,  536;  Martinez  v.  Ward,  19  Fla.  175,  187;  Nispel  v.  La- 
park,  74  111.  306,  308  ;  Wallace  v.  Rowley,  91  Ind.  586,  589 ; 
TaUman  v.  Jones,  13  Kans.  438,  445 ;  Mitchell  v.  Sawyer,  21 
Iowa  582,  583  ;  Snow  v.  Sheldon,  126  Mass.  332,  334 ;  Knowles 

BvU,  99  Id.  562,  564 ;  Rankin  v.  West,  25  Mich.  195,  201 ; 
AUen  V.  Johnson,  48  Miss.  413,  418 ;  Netterville  v.  Barber,  52 
li  J68,  172 ;  Youngworth  v.  Jewell,  16  Nev.  45,  47  ;  Wheaton 
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V.  Phillips,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  221,  223 ;  BaHon  v.  Beer,  35  Barb. 
78,  80 ;  James  v.  Taylor,  43  Id.  530,  531 ;  Abhey  v.  Deyo,  44 
Id.  397,  301 ;  Adams  v.  Honness,  62  Id.  326,  836 ;  Wood  v. 
Sanchey,  3  Daly  197,  198  ;  Nash  v.  MitcheU,  71  N.  Y.  200,  203 ; 
Frecking  v.  Rolland.  53  Id.  422,  425 ;  Bodine  v.  KiUeen,  Id.  93, 
96 ;  Baum  v.  Mullen^  47  Id.  577,  579 ;  Sammis  v.  McLaugh- 
lin,  35  Id.  647,  650;  Kingman  v.  JVanA:,  33  Hun  471;  ifor- 
^  gran  v.  Perhamtis^  36  Ohio  St.  517  ;  Silveus  v.  Porter^  74  Penn. 
St.  448, 451 ;  TFVftAawa  v.  Lttdecus,  5  Rich.  826,  329  ;  Netvhiggin 
V.  Pi7/an«,  2  Bay  162,  165 ;  Williams  v.  Lord,  75  Va.  390,  398; 
Krouskop  V.  5Aowte,  51  Wis.  214,  217 ;  Dayton  v.  Walsh,  47  Id. 
113,  120.  The  object  of  these  statutes  is  not  only  to  do  justice  to 
wives  ( Youngworth  v.  JeweU,  15  Nev.  45,  47),  but  also  to  encourage 
trade.    See  McDaniel  v.  Cornwall,  1  Hill  (S.  C.)  428,  429. 

To  illustrate :  She  may  engage  in  any  legitimate  calling :  Ontt" 
man  v.  ScanneU,  7  Cal.  455,  459.  She  may  conduct  her  business 
personally  or  by  agent ;  she  may  have  her  manager  {Cooper  y.  Ham, 
49  Ind.  393,  416),  her  salesmen  and  clerks  {Quitman  v.  Sean- 
neU,  7  Cal.  455,  459 ;  Abbey  v.  Beyo,  44  Barb.  374,  381) ;  she 
may  be  a  partner,  silent  or  active  {Parshall  v.  Fisher,  43  Mich. 
529,  534),  as  will  be  shown ;  and  she  may,  unless  this  is  pro- 
hibited by  statute  (see  Porter  v.  Gamba,  43  Cal.  105,  109),  have 
her  husband  as  her  agent  {Gtittman  v.  Scannell,  7  Cal.  455,  459; 
Bellows  v.  Rosenthal,  31  Ind.  116 ;  Rankin  v.  West,  25  Mich. 
195,  200;  Lockwood  v.  Cvllin,  4  Robt.  129,  136 ;  though,  as  will 
be  shown,  whether  she  may  be  a  partner  with  him  is  disputed. 
She  need  not  unless  the  statute  so  provides  {Ex  parte  Franklin, 
79  Ky.  497,  498),  have  separate  property  to  begin  with  ( Tallman 
v.  Jones,  13  Kans.  438,  445  ;  Dayton  y,  Walsh,  47  Wis.  113,  120); 
she  may  start  out  on  credit  ( Young  v.  Gori,  13  Abb.  Pr.  13,  14, 
note),  or  use  property  given  her  by  her  husband  {Lockwood  v. 
Cullin,  4  Robt.  129,  136),  though,  in  the  latter  case,  his  creditors 
may  have  rights.  See  Penn  v.  Whitehead,  12  Gratt.  74.  The 
capital  and  stock  in  trade  {Lovell  v.  Newton,  L.  R.,  4  C.  P. 
Div.  7, 12 ;  James  v.  Taylor,  43  Barb.  530,  531,)  of  her  business, 
as  well  as  the  profits  {Mitchell  v.  Sawyer,  21  Iowa  582,  583; 
Sammis  v.  McLaughlin,  35  N.  Y.  647,  650;  Silveus  v.  Porter, 
74  Penn.  St.  448,  457 ;  Meyers  v.  Rahte,  46  Wis.  655,  659 ; 
Dayton  v.  Walsh,  47  Id.  113,  110)  are  hers;  and  such  property, 
though  in  the  joint  possession  of  herself  and  her  husband,  is  in  her 
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possession — the  possession  following  the  title :  Newbrick  v.  Dugan^ 
61  Ala.  251,  253 ;  23  Am.  Law  Reg.  (N.  S.)  627.    She  may,  on 
credit,  purchase  goods  for  her  trade  {Nupel  v.  Laparle,  74  111. 
306,  308 ;  Freaking  v.  Holland,  53  N.  Y.  422,  425),  or  buy  land 
or  seed  for  farming  purposes  ((7am(2en  v.  Mullen^  29  Gal.  564, 
566;  Chapman  y.  Foster,  6  Allen  186,  138);  or  rent  a  store 
(Knowles  v.  Sail,  99  Mass.  562,  564) ;  or  contract  for  her  services 
{Adams  v.  Sonness,  62  Barb.  326,  336) ;  or  contract  for  working 
a  quarry — for  the  laborers  and  mules  (Netterville  v.  Barber,  52 
Miss.  168, 172) ;  she  may,  as  if  sole,  transfer  a  note  received  by 
her  in  the  course  of  trade  {Rockwell  v.  Clark,  44  Conn.  534,  536) ; 
and  she  may  even  sell  out  her  business,  and  agree  not  to  use  the 
same  name  again :  Morgan  v.  Perhamus,  36  Ohio  St.  517.  She 
is  personally  liable  on  all  contracts  made  by  her  in  the  course  of 
her  business  (Barton  v.  Beer,  35  Barb.  78,  80.    See  Trieber  v. 
iStover,  30  Ark.  727,  730;  Nispel  v.  Laparle,  74  111.  306,  308), 
even  as  endorser  of  a  note  ( Wilthaus  v.  Ludecus,  5  Rich.  326, 
327);  she  is  liable  for  the  frauds,  etc.,  of  her  employees  {Baum  v. 
Mullen,  47  N.  Y.  577,  579),  and  is  estopped,  as  if  sole,  from 
denying  their  right  to  represent  her  (Bodine  v.  Killeen,  53  N.  Y. 
93,  96) ;  so,  she  is  liable,  as  if  sole,  for  goods  consigned  to  her 
(Newbeggin  v,  Pillans,  2  Bay  162,  165) ;  she  may  make  a  deed 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  {Schumann  v.  Peddicord,  50  Md.  560), 
and  take  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  or  bankrupt  laws.    See  Ex 
parte  Holland,  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  Div.  307,  311 ;  In  re  Kinkead, 
3  Bias.  405,  410.    But  see,  Relief  v.  Schmidt,  55  Md.  97. 
Whether  she  is  in  business  is  a  question  of  fact  (see  Jarman  v. 
^oohUtn,  3  Term  618,  622 ;  aiover  v.  Alcott,  11  Mich.  471, 
479;  Abbey  v.  Deyo,  44  N.  Y.  343;  Partridge  v.  Stocker,  36 
108, 113),  though,  if  preliminaries  are  required,  as  the  filing 
a  declaration,  whether  the  requirements  have  been  fulfilled  is, 
of  course,  in  part  a  question  of  law.    So,  whether  a  particular 
^nsaction  was  in  the  course  of  her  business  is  a  question  of  fact : 
^^'nden  Y.  Mullen,  29  Cal.  564,  567.    When  she  sues  she  must 
*'^®ge  and  prove  that  she  was  engaged  in  business,  and  that  the 
^t^t  q{  action  arose  in  the  course  thereof  {Smith  v.  New  England, 
^Onn.  415,  420),  and  when  she  is  sued  these  facts  must  be 
.'I^S^d  and  proved  by  the  plaintiff:  Baum  v.  Mullen,  47  N.  Y. 
'  >  679 ;  Wood  v.  Sanchey,  3  Daly  197,  198 ;  Nash  v.  Mitchell, 
Y.  200,  203. 
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Sect.  11.  Married  Women  Traders  as  Partners, — ^It  has  been  said 
that  a  married  woman  trading  in  equity  with  her  equitable  separate 
property,  may  enter  into  partnership  {Penn  v.  Whitehead^  17  Gratt 
503,  512) ;  but  this  statement  must  be  taken  with  limitations. 
For  the  normal  contract  of  partnership  is  a  personal  contract 
involving  a  personal  capacity  {Carey  v.  BurrusSj  20  W.  Va.  671, 
576 ;  43  Am.  Rep.  790),  which  a  married  woman  does  not  have  in 
equity  or  under  mere  separate  property  acts.  Accordingly,  it  is 
settled  that  statutes  securing  to  married  women  their  property  with 
the  rents,  profits,  increase,  etc.,  do  not  enable  them  to  enter  into 
partnership :  Bradstreet  v.  Baer^  41  Md.  19,  23 ;  Mayer  v.  Soys- 
ter,  30  Id.  403 ;  Howard  v.  Stephens,  52  Miss.  239,  244  ;  Brad- 
ford v.  Johnson,  44  Tex.  381,  383  ;  Carey  v.  Bun-uss,  20  W.  Va. 
571,  576  ;  43  Am.  Rep.  790.  At  common  law,  when  a  female  part- 
ner married  the  partnership  was  dissolved  (Bassett  v.  Shepardson, 
52  Mich.  3;  Alexander  v.  Morgan,  31  Ohio  St.  546,  550);  and  now 
she  cannot  be  a  partner  if  she  has  no  capacity  to  trade  personally 
(see  Swasey  v.  Antram,  24  Ohio  St.  87,  95 ;  Carey  v.  Burruss, 
20  W.  Va.  574,  575 ;  43  Am.  Rep.  790),  or  if  she  is  expressly 
prohibited  by  the  statute  enabling  her  to  trade  (see  Todd  v.  Clapp, 
118  Mass.  495,  496),  or  so  far  as  she  is  thereby  partially  prohibited 
(see  Porter  v.  Q-amha,  43  Cal.  105,  109),  as  she  is  in  some  states. 
But  as  she  has,  under  statutes  giving  her  the  capacity  to  trade  gen- 
erally, the  personal  capacity  to  trade  as  if  sole  and  the  power  to 
pursue  all  the  usual  methods  of  trade,  by  the  weight  of  authority, 
she  may  under  such  acts,  trade  in  partnership  (Kinkead^  3  Biss. 
405,  410;  Camden  v.  Mullen,  29  Cal.  564,  565;  Francis  v. 
Dickel,  68  Ga.  255,  258  ;  Preusser  v.  Henshaw,  49  Iowa  41,  44 ; 
Wesiphal  v.  Henney,  49  Id.  542,  543 ;  Plumer  v.  Lord,  5  Allen 
460,  462  ;  Parshall  v.  Fisher,  43  Mich.  529,  532,  534  ;  Newman 
V.  Morris,  52  Miss.  402,  406 ;  Zimmerman  v.  Erhard,  58  How. 
Pr.  11,  13 ;  8  Daly  311 ;  Bitter  v.  Rathman,  61  N.  Y.  512,  513; 
Scott  V.  Conway,  58  Id.  619  ;  draff  v.  Kennedy,  31  Alb.  L.  J.  2; 
Silveus  V.  Porter,  74  Penn.  St.  448,  449  ;  Krouskop  v.  Shontz,  61 
Wis.  204,  217  ;  Bomeffer  v.  Duress,  13  Id.  603,  605)— she  may 
even  be  a  secret  partner:  see  Parshall  v.  Fisher,  43  Mich.  529, 534; 
Scott  V.  Conway,  58  N.  Y.  619 ;  Bitter  v.  Rathman,  61  Id.  512, 
513.  Still  in  a  few  cases  and  on  different  grounds  this  capacity  to 
be  a  partner  has  been  denied :  Haas  v.  Shaw,  91  Ind.  384,  389, 
396;  Montgomery  v.  Sprankle,  31  Id.  113, 115;  Maghee  v.  Baker, 
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15  Id.  254,  257 ;  BracUtreet  v.  Baer,  41  Md.  19,  23 ;  Crmen  v. 
McKaig,  67  Id.  454,  462;  Carty  v.  Burru%B,  20  W.  Va.  571, 576 ; 
43  Am.  Rep.  790.  So  also  as  she  is  9k  feme  sole  in  her  trade,  and 
may  therein  employ  general  or  special  agents,  and  may  employ  her 
husband  as  such  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  she  should  not  be 
able,  when  she  can  be  partner  at  all,  to  be  the  partner  of  her  hus- 
band, and  accordingly  many  cases  hold  {In  re  Kinkead,  3  Biss, 
405,  410 ;  Francis  v.  Bickel,  68  Ga.  255,  268;  Newman  v.  Morris, 
52  Miss.  402,  406  ;  Zimmerman  v.  Erhard,  68  How.  Pr.  11,  13 ; 
Graff  V.  Kennedy^  31  Alb.  L.  J.  2),  while  others  assume  (see 
Gamdea  v.  MuUm,  29  Cal.  664,  566 ;  Wedphal  v.  Henney,  69 
Iowa  642,  643 ;  Parshall  v.  Fislier,  43  Mich.  629,  632,  634 ; 
SUveus  V.  Porter,  74  Penn.  St.  448,  449 ;  Krouskop  v.  Shordz,  61 
Wis.  204,  217 ;  Eomeffer  v.  Duress,  13  Id.  603,  604),  that  she 
can.  But  this  has  been  strenuously  denied,  on  the  ground  that 
even  where  a  married  woman  may  contract,  she  cannot,  at  law, 
without  express  authority,  contract  with  her  husband,  and  that  the 
particular  statute  enables  her  to  trade  on  her  "  separate"  account : 
Lord  V.  Parker,  3  Allen  127,  129  ;  Edwards  v.  Stevens,  Id.  315 ; 
Plumer  v.  Lord,  6  Id.  460,  462  ;  Allen  v.  Johnson,  48  Miss.  413, 
419.  See  Haas  v.  Shaw,  91  Ind.  384,  389,  To  this  it  may  be 
replied  that  if  a  wife  may  employ  her  husband  as  her  agent,  as  all 
admit  she  can,  it  is  not  consistent  to  say  that  she  cannot  contract 
with  him  at  all,  and  that  the  word  separate,*'  in  the  statutes,  refers 
to  the  wife's  status  ;  not  to  the  manner  in  which  she  shall  trade : 
Zimmmnan  v.  Erhard,  68  How.  Pr.  11,  13,  14. 

In  such  cases  as  she  cannot  be  a  partner,  and  therefore  could  not 
keheld  liable  as  partner  on  a  note  not  signed  by  her  {Carey  v 
Burrm,  20  W.  Va.  671,  582 ;  43  Am.  Rep.  790 ;  Plumer  v.  Lord, 
T  Allen  481,  486),  she  may,  nevertheless,  be  liable  for  her  indi- 
▼idual  acts  :  Oruzen  v.  McKaig,  67  Md.  454,  462 ;  and  she  does 
Dot  in  such  cases  lose  her  property  put  into  the  firm  business : 
Mogh^  V.  Baker,  15  Ind.  264,  267.    So,  even  when  she  cannot 
join  a  firm  of  which  her  husband  is  a  member  {Plumer  v.  Lord,  7 
Allen  481, 484),  she  may,  after  his  retirement,  go  in,  and  on  a  new 
consideration  become  liable  for  pre-existing  partnership  debts  :  see 
'ft'«i«8er  V.  Henshaw,  49  Iowa  41,  44.    So,  though  she  cannot  be 
A  partner,  she  may  jointly  lease  and  share  the  profits  of  joint  pro- 
(^^7  {Allen  v.  Johnson,  48  Miss.  413,  419),  and  be  bound  by  her 
inakaiid  8  acts  as  her  agent  with  respect  thereto :  Reiman  v.  Ham- 
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iUon,  111  Mass.  245,  247.  In  a  few  cases,  without  speaking  of 
husband  and  wife  as  partners,  equity  has  decreed  an  apportionment 
of  the  profits  of  a  business  carried  on  by  them  jointly  :  see  Glidden 
V.  Taylor,  16  Ohio  St.  609,  622 ;  Penn  v.  Whitehead,  17  Gratt- 
503,  513. 

Sect.  12.  MarriedWi/men  as  Corporators, Stockholders^ &c. — ^Very 
nearly  the  same  questions  arise  in  considering  a  married  woman's 
capacity  to  be  an  incorporator  as  those  which  are  involved  in  her 
right  to  be  a  partner :  Plummer  v.  Lord,  5  Allen  460,  462.  Cor- 
porators enter  into  a  mutual  and  personal  contract,  which  is  con- 
cluded by  the  act  of  incorporation  (Taylor,  Corporations,  sect.  31); 
and  therefore  without  personal  capacity  to  contract  a  married  woman 
could  not  be  an  incorporsltor.  But,  as  business  is  very  commonly 
carried  on  by  corporations,  a  married  woman  with  a  general  capar 
city  to  trade  would,  it  seems,  have  by  implication  the  capacity  to 
be  an  incorporator.  The  fact  that  the  corporation  laws  provide  that 
"any  person"  may  be  an  incorporator,  would  not  give  such  capacity 
to  a  married  woman  under  disabilities,  for  such  general  laws  apply 
only  to  persons  sui  jivris :  see  rule  discussed,  Md.  Law  Record, 
March  1st  1884.  But  a  married  woman  may  be  a  stockholder, 
holding  her  stock  as  any  other  chose  in  action ;  and  it  has  been 
held  that  when  her  choses  in  action  are  her  separate  property  she  is 
liable  as  any  other  stockholder  for  assessments,  &c. :  Anderson  v. 
Line,  14  Fed.  Rep.  405,  406 ;  The  Reciprocity  Bank,  22  N.  T. 
9, 15. 

It  is  of  course  difficult  to  state  with  certainty  the  law  on  so  com- 
plicated a  subject  as  that  discussed  in  this  article,  and  many  of  the 
points  touched  upon  would  bear  much  elaboration ;  but  we  have 
endeavored  simply  to  collect  the  cases  relating  to  the  trade  of 
married  women  and  to  give  in  a  few  words  the  law  as  it  appears 
therein. 

David  Stewart. 

Baltimore. 
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RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

Court  of  Appeal. 
BRUNSDEN  v.  HUMPHREY. 

Damage -to  goods  and  injury  to  the  person,  althongh  they  have  been  occasioned 
bj  one  and  the  same  wrongful  act,  are  infringements  of  different  rights  and  gire 
rise  to  distinct  caoses  of  action ;  and  therefore  the  recovery  in  an  action  of  coropen- 
sstion  for  the  damage  to  the  goods,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  subsequently  commenced 
for  the  injury  to  the  person. 

So  held  by  Brett,  M.  R.,  and  Bowev,  L.  J.,  Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J.,  dis- 
senting. 

The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  in  a  county  court  for  damage  to  his  cab,  ooca- 
lioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servant,  and  having  recovered  the 
amount  claimed,  afterwards  brought  an  action  in  the  High  Court  of  Justice  against 
the  defendant,  claiming  damages  for  personal  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff 
through  the  same  negligence.  Held,  by  Rrbtt,  M.  R.,  and  Bowkk,  L.  J.,  Lord 
CoLSRiDOE,  C.  J.,  dissenting,  that  the  action  in  the  high  court  was  maintainable, 
and  was  not  barred  by  the  previous  proceedings  in  the  county  court. 

Jadgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  (L.  R.,  II  Q.  B.  Div.  712,)  reversed. 

Appeal  of  the  plaintiiT  against  an  order  of  the  Queen's  Bench 
Division  making  absolute  a  role  to  enter  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant The  plaintiff,  whilst  he  was  driving  his  cab,  came  into 
collision  with  a  van  of  the  defendant  through  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant's  servant,  whereby  he  sustained  bodily  injury  and  his 
cab  was  damaged.  The  plaintiff,  before  the  present  action,  sued 
the  defendant  for  damage  to  his  cab  in  a  county  court,  and  the 
defendant  paid  into  court  a  small  sum  which  was  accepted,  and 
thereupon  the  action  in  the  county  court  was  discontinued.  Upon 
th^e  facts  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  entered  judgment  for  the 
defendant:  (L.  R.,  11  Q.  B.  Div.  712). 

WMyy  Q.  C,  and  Orispe^  for  plaintiff. 

Murphy  J  Q.  C,  and  /.  C.  Hannen,  for  .defendant. 

Bbbtt,  M.  R. — This  case  was  heard  before  Pollock,  B.,  tod 
LoPBS,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  a  cabman  driving  in  his  vehicle  when 
he  was  run  into  by  the  defendant's  vehicle.  The  collision  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servant.  In  the  case 
in  which  the  present  appeal  is  brought,  the  plaintiff  has  sued  the 
defendant  for  injury  done  to  his  person.  The  jury  have  found  a 
verdict  for  3502.,  showing  clearly  that  the  personal  injuries  were- 
serious.   Before  this  the  plaintiff  had  brought  an  action  in  the 
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county  court  for  damage  to  his  cab,  by  which  he  recovered  a  cer- 
tain amount.  In  this  second  action  it  was  urged  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  succeed,  because  no  person  can  sue  twice  for  one  and 
the  same  cause  of  action.  On  the  other  side  it  was  contended  that 
there  were  two  distinct  causes  of  action,  and  that  there  was  no  law 
to  prevent  two  actions ;  that  it  might  be  sometimes  oppressive  to 
bring  two  actions,  but  that  in  that  event  the  court  might  summarily 
stay  one  of  them,  and  that  in  the  present  case  the  two  actions  were 
not  oppressive.  The  question  is  whether  there  are  two  causes  of 
action,  or  whether  there  is  only  one  ;  and  if  there  is  but  one  cause 
of  action  the  present  suit  is  not  maintainable.  For  the  defendant, 
reliance  has,  in  effect,  been  placed  upon  the  maxim,  intered  reipyb- 
licse  ut  8U finis  litium :  and  it  has  been  contended  that  it  enun- 
ciates an  admirable  rule  of  law.  When  that  rule  is  applied  to 
damages  which  are  patent,  it  is  a  good  rule ;  but  where  damages 
are  afterwards  developed,  it  is  not  a  rule  to  be  commended.  It  is 
a  rule  which  sometimes  produces  a  harsh  result,  and  if  it  were  now 
for  the  first  time  put  forward,  I  could  not  assent  to  its  being 
pushed  to  the  length  to  which  it  has  sometimes  been  carried ;  in 
fact  it  is  never  wanted  except  when  injury,  undeveloped  at  the 
time  of  action  brought,  is  afterwards  developed.  However,  the 
maxim  exists,  and  it  must  receive  a  proper  application.  But,  in 
order  to  apply  it,  we  must  often  suppose  what  is  not  the  case.  It  is 
to  be  assumed  that  the  subsequent  damage  was  in  the  contemplation 
of  the  person  injured.  The  question,  however,  remains  whether 
the  cause  of  action  is  the  same.  In  this  case  the  injury  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  defendant's  servant.  Sup- 
pose that  by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  defendant's  servant  the 
van  had  run  against  the  plaintiff^s  cab,  and  had  injured  him 
without  doing  any  damage  to  the  cab,  an  action  would  have  lain, 
and  any  apparent  bodily  injury  which  the  plaintiff  might  have 
sustained  would  be  a  cause  of  action.  Suppose  that  the  defendant's 
servant,  by  his  negligent  driving,  had  damaged  the  plaintiff* s  cab 
without  injuring  him  personally  ;  under  circumstances  of  that  kind 
the  cause  of  action  would  be  a  damage  to  the  plaintiff* s  property. 
The  owner  of  property  has  a  right  to  have  it  kept  free  from  dam- 
age. The  plaintiff  has  brought  the  present  action  on  the  ground 
that  he  has  been  injured  in  his  person.  He  has  the  right  to  be 
unmolested  in  all  his  bodily  powers.  The  collision  with  the 
defendant's  van  did  not  give  rise  to  only  one  cause  of  action : 
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the  plaintiff  sastained  bodily  injuries,  he  was  injured  in  a  distinct 
right,  and  he  became  entitled  to  sue  for  a  cause  of  action  distinct 
from  the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  the  damage  to  his  goods ; 
therefore  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty  to  maintain  the  present  action. 
Different  tests  have  been  applied  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  the  judgment  recovered  in  one  action  is  a  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent action.  I  do  not  decide  this  case  on  the  ground  of  any  test 
which  may  be  considered  applicable  to  it;  but  I  may  mention  one 
of  them ;  it  is  whether  the  same  sort  of  evidence  would  prove  the 
plaintiff's  case  in  the  two  actions.  Apply  that  test  to  the  present 
case.  In  the  action  brought  in  the  county  court,  in  order  to  sup- 
port the  plaintiff's  case,  it  would  be  necessary  to  give  evidence  of 
the  damage  done  to  the  plaintiff's  vehicle.  In  the  present  action 
it  would  be  necessary  to  give  evidence  of  the  bodily  injury  occa- 
sioned to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  sufferings  which  he  has  under- 
gone, and  for  this  purpose  to  call  medical  witnesses.  This  one  test 
shows  that  the  causes  of  action  as  to  the  damage  done  to  the 
plaintiffs  cab,  and  as  to  the  injury  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff^s 
person,  are  distinct.  Therefore  we  are  not  now  called  upon  to  apply 
a  legal  maxim,  the  application  of  which  ought  not  to  be  stretched. 
The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  of  850Z.  awarded  by  the 
jury.  Two  actions  may  be  brought  in  respect  of  the  same  facts, 
where  those  facts  give  rise  to  two  distinct  causes  of  action. 

BowBN,  L.  J. — The  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  recovered  a  ver- 
dict and  350Z.  damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  him 
through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servant  in  driving  a  van, 
which  had  come  into  collision  with  the  plaintiff's  cab,  thrown  the 
plaintiff  from  his  box,  and  seriously  injured  him  in  his  legs.  Pre- 
viously to  bringing  the  action  the  plaintiff  had  sued  the  defendant 
in  the  county  court  for  damages  done  to  his  cab  in  the  collision,  and 
the  particulars  delivered  under  his  plaint  had  been  confined  to  the 
damages  which  the  cab  had  sustained.  The  defendant  in  the  county 
court  action  paid  41.  Ss.  into  court  together  with  69.  costs,  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  had  discontinued  the  county  court  plaint.  The  present 
action  was  now  brought  in  the  High  Court  for  personal  injuries,  of 
the  importance  and  extent  of  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had 
been  ignorant  at  the  time  of  the  county  court  proceedings.  On  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  the  court  below  have  entered  a  judgment  for  the 
defendant  on  the  ground  that  the  recovery  of  damages  in  respect  of 
the  cab  in  the  county  court  is  a  bar  to  any  further  action  for  injury 
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to  the  plaintiff's  person.  The  rule  of  the  ancient  common  law  is 
that  where  one  is  barred  in  any  action,  real  or  personal,  by  judg- 
ment, demurrer,  confession  or  verdict,  he  is  barred  as  to  that  or  the 
like  action,  of  the  like  nature,  for  the  same  thing  forever.  "  It  has 
been  well  said,"  says  Lord  Coke  in  a  note  to  Ferrer' %  OasCj  6  Coke 
9  a.,  ^Hntered  reipvAlicss  vi  sit  finis  lUium^  otherwise,"  says  Lord 
Coke,  a  great  oppression  might  be  done  under  color  and  pretence 
of  law:*'  see,  aUo,  Sparn/s  Case,  5  Coke  61  a;  Higgena^s  C3awe,6 
Id.  46  a ;  Year  Book  12  Edward  IV.,  p.  10  13,.  Accordingly  in 
Hudson  V.  Lea,  4  Coke  48  a,  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  plea  in  bar  to 
an  appeal  of  mayhem,  that  the  appellant  had  recovered  damages  in 
an  action  for  trespass  brought  for  the  same  assault,  battery,  and 
wounding.  So  in  Bird  v.  Ra7idaU,  3  Burr.  1345,  it  was  decided 
to  be  an  answer  to  an  action  for  seducing  a  man's  servant  from  his 
service,  that  penalties  had  previously  been  recovered  by  the  master 
in  satisfaction  of  the  injury  done  him.  So  too  in  PhiUipa  v.  Berry' 
man^  3  Doug.  287,  a  recovery  in  replevin  was  held  to  be  good  bar 
to  an  action  on  the  statute  of  Marlbridge  for  an  excessive  distress,  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  already  had  his  remedy,  and  that 
a  recovery  in  one  personal  action  is  a  bar  to  all  other  personal 
actions  on  the  same  subject.  The  principle  is  frequently  stated  in 
the  form  of  another  legal  proverb.  Nemo  debet  bis  vexari  pro  eadefn 
caVfSa.  It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  law,  that  damages  resulting  from 
one  and  the  same  cause  of  action,  must  be  assessed  and  recovered 
once  for  all.  The  difficulty  in  each  instance  arises  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  this  rule,  how  far  is  the  cause  which  is  being  litigated  afresh 
the  same  cause  in  substance  with  that  which  has  been  the  subject  of 
the  previous  suit.  The  principal  consideration,"  says  DsGRsr,  C. 
J.,  in  Hiichen  v.  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  827,  is  whether  it  be  precisely 
the  same  cause  of  action  in  both,  appearing  by  proper  averments  in 
a  plea,  or  by  proper  facts  stated  in  a  special  verdict,  or  a  special 
case."  And  one  great  criterion,"  he  adds,  ^^of  this  identity  is 
that  the  same  evidence  will  maintain  both  actions."  See  per  Lord 
Eldon,  in  Martin  v.  Kennedy,  2  B.  &  P.  71.  "The  question," 
says  Grose,  J.,  in  Seddea  v.  Tviop,  6  T.  R.  607,  "  is  not  whether 
the  sum  demanded  miglvt  have  been,  recovered  in  the  former  action, 
the  only  inquiry  is  whether  the  same  cause  of  action  hm  been 
litigated  and  considered  in  the  former  action."  Accordingly, 
"  though  a  declaration  contain  counts  under  which  the  plaintiff's 
whole  claim  might  have  been  recovered,  yet  if  no  attempt  was  made 
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to  give  evidence  upon  some  of  the  claims,  thej  might  be  recovered 
in  another  action  Thorpe  v.  Cooper^  6  Bing.  129.  It  is  evident 
therefore  that  the  application  of  the  rale  depends,  not  upon  any 
technical  consideration  of  the  identity  of  forms  of  action,  but  upon 
matter  of  substance. 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  application  of  the  above  doctrine  to 
the  case  of  the  present  action  ;  and  ^  the  question  to  be  decided  is 
whether  the  damage  done  by  the  negligent  driving  of  the  defend- 
ant's servant  to  the  plaintiff's  cab  is  in  substance  the  same  cause 
of  action  as  the  damage  caused  by  such  negligence  to  the  plaintifTs 
person.  Nobody  can  doubt  that  if  the  plaintiif  had  recovered  any 
damages  for  injuries  to  his  person,  he  could  not  have  maintained  a 
farther  action  for  fresh  bodily  injuries  caused  by  the  same  act  of 
negligence,  merely  because  they  had  been  discovered  or  developed 
subsequently.  See  Fetter  v.  Beat,  1  Ld.  Raym.  889.  "The 
jury,"  says  the  court  in  that  case,  ''have  in  the  former  action 
considered  the  nature  of  the  wound  and  given  damages  for  all  the 
damage  that  it  had  done  to  the  plaintiff."  This  authority,  how- 
ever, leaves  still  open  the  point  I  now  have  to  determine,  whether 
the  cause  of  the  action  arising  from  damage  to  the  plaintiff's  cab 
is  in  substance  identical  with  that  which  accrues  in  consequence  of 
the  damage  caused  to  his  person.  In  order  clearly  to  elucidate  this 
question,  let  me  assume,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  damage 
had  been  caused  by  some  act  of  the  defendant  himself,  and  not 
merely  an  act  of  his  servant.  According  to  the  old  distinctions  of 
forms  of  actions  which  still  have  a  historical  value  as  throwing  light 
upon  the  principles  and  definitions  of  the  common  law,  the  form  of 
action  upon  such  an  hypothesis  would  have  been  trespass  to  the 
person  for  the  personal  injury ;  trespass  to  goods  for  the  damage 
to  the  vehicle.  Injury  would  have  been  done  to  the  plaintiff  in 
respect  of  two  absolute  and  independent  rights,  the  distinction 
between  which  is  inveterate  both  in  the  English  and  Roman  law. 
Every  one  in  this  country  has  an  absolute  right  to  security  for  his 
person.  Everybody  has  further  an  absolute  right  to  have  his  en- 
joyment of  his  goods  and  chattels  unmeddled  with  by  others.  In 
the  hypothetical  case  I  am  assuming  both  these  rights  would  have 
been  injured,  and  though  the  two  injuries  might  have  been  com- 
bined in  one  suit,  could  it  have  been  said  that  the  subject-matter 
of  each  grievance  was  the  same  ?  Applying  the  test  of  identity 
furnished  by  Db  Grbt,  C.  J.,  in  HUclim  v.  CampbeU,  2  W.  Bl. 


374 


BBUNSDEN  v.  HUMPHREY. 


827,  the  first  matter  that  is  obvious  is  that  the  same  eyidence 
would  not  have  supported  an  action  for  trespass  to  the  person  and 
an  action  for  the  trespass  to  the  goods.    In  the  one  case  the  iden- 
tity of  the  man  injured  and  the  character  of  his  injuries  would  be 
in  issue,  and  justifications  might  conceivably  be  pleaded  as  to  the 
assault,  which  would  have  nothing  to  do,  with  the  damage  done 
to  the  goods  and  chattels.    In  the  other  case  the  plaintifi'^s  title  to 
the  goods  might  have  been  in  issue  in  addition  to  the  question 
of  the  damage  done  to  them.    Different  provisions  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  might  possibly  have  applied  in  each  case.  And 
finally,  the  damage  in  one  case  might  have  been  directly  due  to 
the  wrongful  act  complained  of ;  in  the  other  case  it  might  not. 
There  is  no  authority,  so  far  as  I  know,  in  the  books,  for  the  pro- 
position that  a  recovery  in  an  action  for  a  trespass  to  the  person 
would  be  a  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action  for  a  trespass  to 
goods,  committed  at  the  same  time.    In  the  present  instance,  as 
the  defendant  himself  was  not  driving,  but  his  servant,  trespass 
would  not  have  lain  under  the  old  law,  and  the  plaintiff's  rem- 
edy would  have  been  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligence,  based 
on  the  negligent  management  by  the  servant  of  his  master's  horses, 
a  negligence  for  which,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  the  master  or  •mployer 
is  responsible.    Now,  what  is  the  gist  of  such  an  action  on  the  case 
for  negligence  ?    If  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  case  were  to  be 
stated  and  the  entire  story  told,  it  seem^  to  me  that  it  would  have 
comprised  two  separate  or  distinct  grievances,  narrated,  it  is  true, 
in  one  statement  or  case.    Actions  for  the  negligent  management 
of  any  animal,  or  any  personal  or  movable  chattel,  such  as  a  ship 
or  machine,  or  instrument,  all  are  based  upon  the  same  principle, 
viz.,  that  a  person,  who,  contrary  to  his  duty,  conducts  himself 
negligently  in  the  management  of  that  which  contains  in  itself  an 
element  of  danger  to  others,  is  liable  for  all  injury  caused  by  his 
want  of  care  or  skill.    Such  an  action  is  based  upon  the  uj»ioii  of 
the  negligence  and  the  injuries  caused  thereby,  which,  in  such 
an  instance,  will,  as  a  rule,  involve,  and  have  been  accompanied 
by  specific  damage.    Without  reverting  to  the  Roman  law,  or 
discussing  the  refinements  of  scholastic  jurisprudence  and  the 
various  uses  that  have  been  made,  either  by  judges  or  juridical 
writers,  of  the  terms  "  injuria^'  and  "  damnum,^*  it  is  suflBcient  to 
say  that  the  gist  of  an  action  for  negligence  seems  to  me  to  be  the 
harm  to  person  or  property  negligently  perpetrated.    In  a  certain 
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class  of  cases  the  mere  violation  of  a  legal  right  imports  a  damage. 
"Actual  perceptible  damage,'*  says  Parke,  B.,  in  Embrey  v.  Owen, 
6  El,  353,  at  368,  is  not  indispensable  as  the  foundation  of  an 
action ;  it  is  sufficient  to  show  the  violation  of  a  right,  in  which 
case  the  law  will  presume  damage."  But  this  principle  is  not,  as 
a  rule,  applicable  to  actions  for  negligence  which  are  not  brought 
to  establish  a  bare  right,  but  to  recover  compensation  for  substantial 
injury.  "Generally  speaking,"  says  Littlbdalb,  J.,  inWilliavfis 
T.  M&rlandy  2  B.  &  0.  916,  there  must  be  temporal  loss  or  dam- 
age accruing  from  the  wrongful  act  of  another,  in  order  to  entitle 
a  party  to  maintain  an  action  on  the  case."  See  Fay  v.  PreTtUce, 
1  C.  B.  885,  per  Maulb,  J, 

This  leads  me  to  consider  whether,  in  the  case  of  an  accident 
caused  by  negligent  driving,  in  which  both  the  goods  and  the  person 
of  the  plain ti£f  are  injured,  there  is  one  cause  of  action  only,  or 
two  causes  of  action  which  are  severable  and  distinct.    This  is  a 
very  difficult  question  to  answer,  and  I  feel  great  doubt  and  hesi- 
tation in  differing  from  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  and  from 
the  great  authority  of  the  present  chief  justice  of  England.  Ac- 
cording to  the  popular  use  of  language,  the  defendant  s  servant  has 
done  one  act  and  one  only,  the  driving  of  the  one  vehicle  negli- 
gently against  the  other.    But  the  rule  of  law,  which  1  am  discuss- 
ing, is  not  framed  with  reference  to  some  popular  expressions  of 
the  sort,  but  for  the  sake  of  preventing  an  abuse  of  substantial 
justice.   Two  separate  kinds  of  injury  were  in  fact  inflicted,  and 
tMTo  wrongs  done.    The  mere  negligent  driving  in  itself,  if  accom- 
panied by  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  was  not  actionable  at  all,  for  it 
was  not  a  wrongful  act  at  all  till  a  wrong  arose  out  of  the  damage 
which  it  caused.    One  wrong  was  done  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff's  en- 
joyment of  his  property  was  substentially  interfered  with.    A  fur- 
tier  wrong  arose  as  soon  as  the  driving  also  caused  injury  to  the 
phinLitr&  person.    Both  causes  of  action,  in  one  sense,  may  be  said 
^     founded  upon  one  act  of  the  defendant's  servant,  but  they  are 
not  on  that  account  identical  causes  of  action.    The  wrong  con- 
%ists  i];^  ^Yie  damage  done  without  lawful  excuse,  not  the  act  of 
''"Wog^  which  if  no  damage  had  ensued  would  have  been  legally 
^^^'^^Portant.  It  certainly  would  appear  unsatisfactory  to  hold  that  the 
done  in  a  carriage  accident  to  a  man's  portmanteau  was  the 
i^jm.y     xi^Q  damage  done  to  his  spine,  or  that  an  action  under 
^  C!ampbbll's  Act  by  the  widow  and  children  of  a  person  who 
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has  been  killed  in  a  railway  collision,  is  barred  by  proof  that  the 
deceased  recovered  in  bis  lifetime  for  the  damage  done  to  his  Ing- 
gage.    It  may  be  said  that  it  would  be  convenient  to  force  persons 
to  sue  for  all  their  grievances  at  once,  and  not  to  split  their  demands; 
but  there  is  no  positive  law  (except  so  far  as  the  county  court  acts 
have  from  a  very  early  date  dealt  with  the  matter)  agkinst  splitting 
demands  which  are  essentially  separable  (see  Seddon  v.  Tutop^  6 
T.  R.  607),  although  the  High  Court  has  inherent  power  to  pre- 
vent vexation  or  oppression,  and  by  staying  proceedings  or  by  ap- 
portioning the  costs,  would  have  always  ample  means  of  preventing 
any  injustice  arising  out  of  the  reckless  use  of  legal  procedure.  In 
the  present  case  the  plaintiflP s  particulars  in  the  county  court  were 
confined  to  the  damage  done  to  his  cab  ;  th,e  injury  to  his  person, 
therefore,  was  neither  litigated  nor  considered  in  the  county  court 
The  real  test  is  not,  I  think,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  the  oppor- 
tunity of  recovering  in  the  first  action  what  he  claims  to  recover  in 
the  second :  see  Seddon  v.  Tutop,  6  T.  R.  607.   With  all  refpect, 
I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  said  that  Nelson  v.  Couchy  15  G.  B.  N. 
S.  99,  so  decides.    That  case  established  only  the  converse  rule, 
viz.,  that  the  maxim,  "  nemo  debet  bis  vezari,'  cannot  apply  where 
in  the  first  action  the  plaintiff  had  no  such  opportunity  of  satisfy- 
ing his  claim.  The  language  of  Coleridge,  J.,  and  the  other  members 
of  the  court,  HodsoU  v.  Stallebrass,  11  A.  &  E.  305,  must,  I  think, 
be  read  by  the  light  of  the  special  circumstances  of  that  case ;  and 
so  read,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  view  at  which  I  have  here 
arrived.    I  am  in  no  way  departing  from  the  language  of  this 
authority,  in  holding,  as  I  do  in  the  present  instance,  that  the  dam- 
age, for  which  the  plaintiff  is  now  suing,  accrues  from  a  different 
injury,  and,  therefore,  a  different  wrong  from  that  for  which  he 
recovered  damages  in  the  county  court.    The  view  at  which  I  have 
arrived,  is  in  conformity  with  the  reasoning  of  the  judgment  recently 
pronounced  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Darley  Main  Col- 
liery  Cb.,L.  R.,  14  Q.  B.  Div.  125,  where  it  was  held,  reversing  Lamb 
V.  Walker,  3  Q.  B.  D.  389,  that  each  fresh  subsidence  of  soil  in  the 
case  of  withdrawal  of  support  gave  rise  to  a  fresh  cause  of  action. 
Nor  do  I  feel  called  upon  to  extend  the  application  of  the  sound  and 
valuable  principle  of  law,  that  none  shall  be  vexed  twice  for  the 
same  cause  of  action,  to  u  case  to  which  it  has  never  yet  been 
applied,  and  to  which  it  can  only  be  applied  by  pursuing  analogy  to 
lengths,  which  would  involve  practical  injustice.    The  present  case 
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is  one  in  which  I  am  conscious  that  lawyers  of  great  authority  do 
differ,  and  will  differ.  But  on  the.  whole,  in  my  opinion,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  the 
judgment  entered  at  the  trial  for  the  plaintiff  be  restored  with  costs 
to  the  plaintiff,  including  the  costs  below  and  of  this  appeal. 

Lord  Coleridge,  C.  J. — In  this  case,  I  am,  with  much  regret, 
unable  to  concur  in  the  judgment  of  my  Brother  Bow  en,  to  which 
I  understand  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  assent  I  should  have 
been  glad  in  the  face  of  this  difference  of  opinion  to  have  given  rea- 
sons at  length  for  my  inability  to  agree  in  the  judgment.  But  the 
plaintiff  very  naturally  presses  for  judgment,  and  I  am  unable  to 
do  more  than  shortly  to  express  my  dissent.  It  appears  to  me  that 
whether  the  negligence  of  the  servant,  or  the  impact  of  the  vehicle 
which  the  servant  drove,  be  the  technical  cause  of  action,  equally 
the  cause  is  one  and  the  same :  that  the  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff 
is  injury  done  to  him  at  one  and  the  same  moment,  by  one  and  the 
same  act  in  respect  of  different  rights,  i.  6.  his  person  and  his  goods, 
I  do  not  in  the  least  deny ;  but  it  seems  to  me  a  subtlety  not  war- 
ranted by  law  to  hold  that  a  man  cannot  bring  two  actions,  if  he  is 
injured  in  his  arm  and  in  his  leg,  but  can  bring  two,  if  besides  his 
arm  and  leg  being  injured,  his  trousers  which  contain  his  leg,  and  his 
coat-slecTC,  which  contain  his  arm,  have  been  torn.  The  consequences 
of  holding  this  are  so  serious,  and  may  be  very  probably  so  oppres- 
eive,  that  I  at  least  must  respectfully  dissent  from  a  judgment  which 
establishes  it.  I  think  that  the  court  below  was  right,  and  that  this 
appeal  should  be  dismissed. 


Thut  the  same  act— the  same  tort — 
mfty  caose  two  injaries,  and  subject  the 
party  to  two  different  suits,  is,  of  course, 
legally  possible.  The  most  obvious  in- 
stance is  where  two  different  persons 
are  injured  in  their  person  or  individual 
property  by  one  and  the  same  act  of  the 
defendant.  There,  clearly  enough,  the 
vrungdoer  is  liable  to  a  suit  by  each  ; 
and  if  one  steals  the  property  of  A.,  and 
other  property  of  B.  at  the  same  time, 
he  is  liable  to  two  indictments  and  two 
punishments;  for  really  it  is  two  lar- 
cenies, although  only  one  act  of  taking  : 
Commonwealth  y.  SulUvan,  104  Mass. 
552;  Commomoealth  v.  Andrews^  2  Id. 
409;  State  v.  Thurstojiy  2  McMullan 

Vol.  XXXIII.— 4S 


882  ;  United  States  v.  Beerman,  5 
Oranch  C.  C.  412,  a  valuable  case  on 
the  point. 

But  where  only  one  person  is  injured 
by  one  isolated  and  single  act,  not  con- 
tinued or  repeated,  whether  that  injury 
be  to  two  portions  of  his  person,  as  his 
leg  and  his  arm,  or  to  his  person  and 
also  to  his  property,  or  only  to  two  dif- 
ferent articles  of  his  personal  property, 
it  is  not  easy  to  see,  upon  the  weU- 
established  principles,  how  there  are 
two  causes  of  action,  or  why  there 
should  be,  or  need  be,  two  different 
suits  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of 
damage  sustained. 

That  in  the  last  instance  given  above, 
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viz.,  of  injury  by  the  fcanie  act  to  two 
different  articles  belonging  to  the  same 
person,  only  one  action  can  be  brought, 
seems  entirely  well  settled :  even 
though  through  ignorance  or  inad- 
vertence the  injury  to  the  second  chattel 
was  not  known  to  the  plaintiff  when  tlie 
first  suit  was  brought :  Folsom  v.  Ciem- 
ence,  119  Mass.  473;  Marble  v.  KeyeSf 
9  Gray  221  ;  Bennett  v.  Hood,  I  Allen 
47  ;  Trask  v.  Hartford  ^  New  Haven 
Railroad  Co,,  2  Id.  331  ;  Herriter  v. 
Porter,  23  Cal.  385 ;  Braunenburgh  v. 
Indianapolis  Railroad  Co.,  13  Ind.  103; 
Cumming  v.  Haines,  5  Cal.  81. 

If  a  man  wrongly  converts  a  thou- 
sand barrels  of  flour  at  one  time,  it 
would  be  monstrous  to  allow  the  owner 
to  bring  a  thousand  suits  therefor :  /ar- 
rington  v.  Paine^  15  Johns.  432.  And 
see  O^Neal  v.  Broum,  21  Ala.  482; 
Hite  V.  Long,  6  Rand.  457,  and  other 
cases. 

And  this  is  so  even  though  the  owner 
was  prevented  from  including,  in  the 
first  suit,  all  the  articles  taken  or  in- 
jured, by  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  the 
defendant  in  refusing  to  allow  him  to 
examine  the  articles  taken  away  in 
order  to  ascertain  their  number,  or  the 
amount  of  injury  to  each.  The  plain- 
tiff in  such  case  has  only  one  '*  cause  of 
action ;"  and  the  defendant  does  not 
attempt  to  conceal  the  cause  of  action, 
but  only  the  extent  and  amount  of  the 
damage  sustained  by  a  well-known  and 
understood  cause.  See  McCafferty  v. 
Carter,  125  Mass.  330. 

And  for  a  similar  reason  if  A.  steals 


several  articles  from  B.  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  he  cannot  be  twice  convicted 
and  punished  on  two  indictments,  one 
for  each  article  stolen.  See  Whart.  Cr. 
PI.  &  Pr.,  sect.  470 ;  Whart.  Cr.  Ev., 
sect.  588,  and  cases  cited  in  notes. 

So,  in  the  other  instance  above  given, 
of  injury  to  two  parts  of  one's  person, 
hb  leg  and  his  arm,  by  one  and  the 
same  blow,  or  by  successive  blows  at 
one  and  the  same  assault,  it  Fs  equally 
clear  that  but  one  action  could  be  sus- 
tained, although  the  extent  of  the  in- 
jury might  not  have  been  known  when 
the  first  suit  was  brought :  FeUer  f, 
Beale,  I  Salk.  11  ;  Whitney  v.  Claren- 
don,  18  Vt.  252;  Howell  v.  Goodrick, 
69  111.  556  ;  Read  v.  Great  Western 
Railway  Co,,  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B.  555. 

Why  then,  in  case  of  injury  to  one's 
person  and  property  by  one  and  the 
same  transaction,  at  one  and  the  same 
time,  as  in  the  principal  case,  should  a 
person  be  allowed  two  suits  ?  Is  there 
more  than  one  cause  of  action  in  soch 
case  any  more  than  in  the  others,  where 
two  actions  are  not  allowed  ?  It  cer- 
tainly seems  that  the  reasoning  of  Col- 
EBiDOE,  C.  J.,  in  the  principal  case,  is 
more  in  harmony  with  the  established 
rules  of  law.  And  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  opinion  of  Pollock,  B.,  and 
LoFBs,  J.,  in  the  court  below,  11  Q.  B. 
712,  were  on  the  same  side,  so  that  reallj 
the  majority  of  those  judges  who  hare 
expressed  opinions  on  the  subject  are 
against  successive  actions  in  such  cases. 

Edmukd  H.  Bekkbtt. 

Boston. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Circuit  Courts  JE.  D.  Arkanscu. 

SWANN  V,  SWANN. 

Contracts  made  on  the  Lord's  day  are  not  void  on  religious  or  moral  grounds, 
but  upon  tlie  familiar  and  established  doctrine  that  when  a  statute  inflicts  a  penalty 
for  doing  an  act — no  matter  what  that  act  may  be — a  court  of  justice  will  not 
enforce  a  contract  made  in  violation  of  such  statute,  and  in  the  making  of  which 
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the  parties  to  it  incurrH  tbe  prescribed  penaltj.  A  penalty  implies  m  prohibition 
of  the  thiijg  itself,  on  the  doing  of  which  the  penalty  is  to  accrue. 

When,  by  the  laws  of  a  state,  a  large  class  of  its  citizens  may  lawfully  labor 
and  make  contracts  on  the  Lord's  day,  it  is  not,  in  a  legal  sense,  against  the  pub- 
lic policy  of  such  stale,  nor  shocking  to  the  moral  sense  of  iu  people,  for  its 
coarU  to  enforce  a  contract  made  on  that  day  in  another  state,  and  valid  by  the  law 
of  that  state. 

A  contract  made  on  the  Lord's  day,  and  Talid  by  the  law  of  the  state  where  made, 
will  be  enforced  by  the  courts  of  another  state,  by  the  laws  of  which  such  contract 
would  be  Toid. 

The  only  authentic  and  admissible  eyidence  of  the  public  policy  of  a  state,  on  any 
giren  subject,  are  ita  constitution,  laws  and  judicial  decisions. 

At  laif . 

Ratcliff  ^  Fletcher^  for  plaintiff. 
Clark  ^  WiUiamdj  for  defendant. 

Caldwell,  J. — This  suit  is  founded  on  a  promissory  note  of 
which  the  defendant  is  the  maker  and  the  plaintiff  the  payee.  The 
defence  is  that  the  note  was  executed  on  the  Lord's  day.  The  proof 
shows  the  note  was  executed  on  that  day  in  the  state  of  Tennessee, 
where  the  parties  to  it  then  resided,  for  the  consideration  of  a  valid 
pre-existing  debt  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  There  is 
no  place  of  payment  fixed  in  the  note. 

In  Tucker  v.  Weat^  29  Ark.  386,  a  note  executed  in  this  state 
on  the  Lord's  day  was  held  to  be  void  under  the  statute.  This 
coort  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  the  several  states :  Omnga 
T.  Hull,  9  Pet.  607  ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Ashland,  12  Wall. 
226. 

By  the  law  of  Tennessee,  where  the  note  was  executed,  it  is  a 
valid  obligation.  In  Amis  v.  Kyle,  2  Yerg.  31,  the  Supreme  Court 
held  that  the  statute  of  that  state  only  prohibited  labor  and  business 
in  the  ^'ordinary  calling*'  of  the  parties ;  and  that  isolated  private 
contracts,  made  by  parties  outside  of  their  ordinary  calling,  are  not 
invalidated.  This  rule  was  carried  to  a  great  length  in  the  case 
cited.  An  obligation,  to  be  discharged  in  horses,  was  made  payable 
on  the  Lord's  day,  and  the  court  held  the  contract  valid,  and  that 
a  tender  of  the  horses,  to  have  the  effect  of  discharging  the  obliga- 
tion, must  be  made  on  that  day.  This  was  held  upon  the  ground 
that  the  sale  and  delivery  of  horses  was  not  the  ordinary  calling  of 
either  of  the  parties.    The  attention  of  the  court  has  not  been 
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called  to  any  later  exposition  of  the  law  of  that  state  than  is  con- 
tained in  this  decision,  and  it  will  be  assumed  that  there  is  none. 

Under  the  rule  established  in  Amis  v.  Kt/le^  it  is  obvious  the 
note,  which  is  the  foundation  of  this  suit,  was  valid  in  Tennessee. 
The  execution  of  a  note  for  a  pre-existing  debt  was  probably  not 
the  ordinary  calling  of  either  of  the  parties.  If  it  was,  the  burden 
of  proof  was  on  the  defendant  to  show  it :  Roys  v.  Johnson^  7  Gray 
162 ;  BloxBome  v.  Williams,  8  B.  &  C.  232.  The  doctrine  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee  is  the  doctrine  of  the  early  English 
cases  under  the  statute  of  29  Chas.  II.  c.  7,  which  prohibited  labor 
only  in  the  "  ordinary  calling  of  the  parties :  Drury  v.  DefontatM, 

1  Taunt.  131;  Bloxsome  v.  Williami,  supra;  Rex  v.  Whitnash, 
7  B.  &  C.  596 ;  Fenmll  v.  Ridler,  5  Id.  406 ;  Rex  v.  Brotherton^ 

2  Strange  702.  It  is  also  the  doctrine  of  some  of  the  American 
cases :  Hellams  v.  Abercrombie,  15  S.  C.  110 ;  Bloom  v.  Richardif 
2  Ohio  St.  387 ;  George  v.  Georffe,  47  N.  H.  27 ;  Hazard  v.  Day, 
14  Allen  487.  Of  course,  the  law  of  this  state  has  no  extra-terri- 
torial operation,  and  cannot  afiect  the  validity  of  contracts  executed 
elsewhere  on  the  Lord's  day.  And  the  general  rule  is  that  a  con- 
tract valid  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made  is  valid  every- 
where, and  will  be  enforced  by  the  courts  of  every  other  country. 
But  there  are  exceptions  to  this  general  rule,  and  among  them 
contracts  against  good  morals,  and  that  tend  to  promote  vice  and 
crime,  and  contracts  against  the  settled  public  policy  of  the  state, 
will  not  be  enforced,  although  they  may  be  valid  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  they  are  made  :  Story  on  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  244 ;  Westl* 
Int.  Law,  §  196;  Whart  Confl.  Laws,  §  490. 

The  contention  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  is  that 
a  court  of  this  state  ought  not  to  enforce  a  contract  made  on  the 
Lord's  day  in  another  state,  though  valid  by  the  law  of  that  state, 
because  the  contract  is  the  result  of  an  immoral  and  irreligious  act, 
and  its  enforcement  here  would  shock  the  moral  sense  of  the  com- 
munity and  violate  the  public  policy  of  the  state.  Assuming,  but 
not  deciding,  that  the  determination  of  this  question  must  be  the 
same  in  this  court  that  it  would  be  in  a  court  of  the  state,  we  will 
proceed  to  inquire  whether  there  is  any  principle  upon  which  a  court 
of  the  state  could  refuse  to  enforce  the  contract  fn  suit. 

The  common  law  made  no  distinction  between  the  Lord^s  day  and 
any  other  day.  Contracts  entered  into  on  that  day  were  as  valid 
as  those  made  on  any  other  day.    The  contract  in  suit  was  volun- 
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tarilj  entered  into,  between  parties  capable  of  contracting,  for  a 
lawful  and  valuable  consideration.  It  had  relation  to  a  subject-mat- 
ter about  which  it  was  lawful  to  contract,  and  was  a  valid  contract 
when  and  where  it  was  made.  No  court  ought  to  refuse  its  aid  to 
enforce  such  a  contract  on  doubtful  and  uncertain  grounds.  The 
burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  its  enforcement  would  be  in 
violation  of  the  settled  public  policy  of  this  state,  or  injurious  to 
the  morals  of  its  people.  Vague  surmises  and  flippant  assertions 
as  to  what  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state,  or  what  would  be  shock- 
ing to  the  moral  sense  of  its  people,  are  not  to  be  indulged  in.  The 
law  points  out  the  sources  of  information  to  which  courts  must  ap- 
peal to  determine  the  public  policy  of  a  state.  The  term,  as  it  is 
often  popularly  used  and  defined,  makes  it  an  unknown  and  variable 
quantity,  much  too  indefinite  and  uncertain  to  be  made  the  founda- 
tion of  a  judgment.  The  only  authentic  and  admissible  evidence 
of  the  public  policy  of  a  state  on  any  given  subject  are  its  consti- 
tution, laws  and  judicial  decisions.  The  public  policy  of  a  state, 
of  which  courts  take  notice,  and  to  which  they  give  effect,  must  be 
deduced  from  these  sources. 

In  Vidal  v.  Girard's  JExrs,  2  How.  127, 198,  it  was  objected  by 
Mr.  Webster  that  the  foundation  of  the  Girard  College,  upon  the 
principles  prescribed  by  the  testator,  was  derogatory  and  hostile 
to  the  Christian  religion,  and  so  is  void  as  being  against  the  common 
law  and  public  policy  of  Pennsylvania."  In  replying  to  this  argu- 
ment the  court  said:  *'  Nor  are  we  at  liberty  to  look  at  general  con 
fiiderations  of  the  supposed  public  interests  and  policy  of  Pennsyl- 
vania upon  this  subject,  beyond  what  its  constitution  and  laws  and 
judicial  decisions  make  known  to  us."  *  *  * 

What  is  there,  then,  in  the  constitution,  laws  and  decisions  of 
this  state  evincing  a  public  policy  hostile  to  the  enforcement  of  con- 
tracts lawfully  made  in  other  states  on  the  Lord's  day?  The  consti- 
tution of  the  state  declares :  No  human  authority  can,  in  any  case 
or  manner  whatsoever,  control  or  interfere  with  the  right  of  con- 
science ;  and  no  preference  shall  ever  be  given  by  law  to  any  reli- 
gious establishment,  denomination  or  mode  of  worship  above  any 
other.  *  *  *  No  religious  test  shall  ever  be  required  of  any  person 
as  a  qualification  to  vote  or  hold  oflSce;  nor  shall  any  person  be  ren- 
dered incompetent  to  be  a  witness  on  account  of  his  religious  belief:" 
Const.  1874,  §§  24,  26. 

So  much  of  the  statute  of  the  state  as  has  any  bearing  on  this 
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question  reads  as  follows :  "Sect  1614.  Every  person  who  shall,  on 
the  Sabbath  or  Sunday,  be  found  laboring,  or  shall  compel  his 
apprentice  or  servant  to  labor  or  perform  other  services  than  cus* 
tomary  household  duties  of  daily  necessity,  comfort  or  charity,  on 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  one  dollar  for  each  separate  offence." 
*  *  *  "  Sect.  1617.  Persons  who  are  member^  of  any  religious 
society,  who  observe  as  Sabbath  any  other  day  of  the  week  than  the 
Christian  Sabbath  or  Sunday,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  penalties 
of  this  act,  so  that  they  observe  one  day  in  seven,  agreeably  to  the 
faith  and  practice  of  their  church  or  society." 

It  is  obvious  the  statute  does  not  attempt  to  compel  the  observ- 
ance of  the  first  day  of  the  week,  as  a  day  of  rest,  as  a  religious 
duty.   It  would  be  a  nullity  if  it  did  so. 

"In  Bloom  v.  Richards,  2  Ohio  St.  887,  the  court,  Thubman, 
J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  said:  "  Thus  the  statute  upon  which  the 
defendant  relies,  prohibiting  common  labor  on  the  Sabbath,  could 
not  stand  for  a  moment  as  a  law  of  this  state,  if  its  sole  foundation 
was  the  Christian  duty  of  keeping  that  day  holy,  and  its  sole  motive 
to  enforce  the  observance  of  that  duty." 

And  see,  to  the  same  effect,  Specht  v.  CommonwealtAj  8  Barr 
812 ;  Oitt/  Council  of  Charleston  v.  Benjamin,  2  Strob.  508. 

In  this  country  legislative  authority  is  limited  strictly  to  temporal 
affairs  by  written  constitutions.  Under  these  constitutions  there 
can  be  no  mingling  of  the  affairs  of  church  and  state  by  legislative 
authority.  All  religions  are  tolerated  and  none  is  established. 
Each  has  an  equal  right  to  the  protection  of  the  law,  whether 
Christians,  Jews  or  infidels:  Andrew  v.  Bible  Society,  4  Sandf 
(N.  Y.)  182 ;  At/res  v.  Methodist  Church,  8  Id.  877  ;  Cooley 
Const.  Lim.  472.  No  citizen  can  be  required  by  law  to  do,  or  re- 
frain from  doing,  any  act  upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  is  a  religious 
duty.  The  old  idea  that  religious  faith  and  practice  can  be,  and 
should  be,  propagated  by  physical  force  and  penal  statutes  has  no 
place  in  the  American  doctrine  of  government  Force  can  only 
effect  external  observances;  whereas,  religion  consists  in  a  temper 
of  heart  and  conscious  faith  which  force  can  neither  implant  nor 
efface.  History  records  the  mischievous  consequences  of  all  efforts 
to  propagate  religion,  or  alter  man's  relations  to  his  Maker,  by  penal 
statutes.  In  religion  no  man  is  his  neighbor's  keeper,  and  no  more 
is  the  state  the  keeper  of  the  religious  conscience  of  the  people. 
The  state  protects  all  religions,  but  espouses  none.    Every  man  is 
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indi^idaallj  answerable  to  his  God  for  his  faith  and  his  works,  and 
mast  therefore  be  left  free  to  imbibe  and  practice  any  faith  he 
chooses,  so  long  as  he  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  his  neigh- 
bor. The  statute,  then,  is  not  a  religious  regulation,  but  is  the 
result  of  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  is  itself  a 
police  regulation ;  SHaughter-hoiise  Cases^  16  Wall.  86,  62,  and 
cases  cited  ;  Bloom  v.  Eichards,  supra  ;  Speeht  v.  Commonwealth^ 
9upra ;  City  of  Charleston  v.  BenjamiUj  supra. 

Experience  has  shown  the  wisdom  and  necessity  of  having,  at 
stated  intervals,  a  day  of  rest  from  customary  toil  and  labor  for 
man  and  beast.  It  renews  flagging  energies,  prevents  premature 
decay,  promotes  the  social  virtues,  tends  to  repress  vice,  aids  and 
encourages  religious  teachings  and  practice,  and  affords  an  oppor- 
tunity for  innocent  and  healthful  amusement  and  recreation.  Nei- 
ther man  nor  beast  can  stand  the  strain  of  constant  and  unremitting 
toil.  Such  a  day,  when  designated  by  the  state,  is  a  civil  and  not 
a  religious  institution.  No  merely  religious  duty  is  enjoined.  Tho 
statute  does  not  require  attendance  on  church,  any  more  than  it 
requires  attendance  to  hear  a  lecture  in  support  of  infidelity.  In 
point  of  lawfulness,  there  is  no  difference  between  an  orthodox  ser- 
mon and  such  a  lecture  on  the  Lord's  day,  in  this  state.  The 
legislature  might  have  required  all  persons  to  abstain  from  labor  on 
the  first  or  any  other  day  of  the  week,  without  reference  to  their 
religious  preferences  or  practices  in  that  regard.  But  the  statute 
of  this  state  does  not  go  to  that  length.  While  the  law  does  not 
enforce  religious  duties  and  obligations  as  such,  it  has  a  tender  re- 
gard for  the  conscience  and  convenience  of  every  citizen  in  all 
matters  relating  to  his  religious  faith  and  practice.  The  statute  is 
catholic  in  its  spirit,  and  accommodates  itself  to  the  varying  reli- 
gious faiths  and  practices  of  the  people.  In  legal  effect  it  declares 
every  person  must  observe  one  day  out  of  seven  as  a  day  of  rest. 
But  it  does  not  attempt  to  bind  all  to  the  observance  of  the  same 
day.  Such  a  requirement  would  have  the  effect  to  compel  many  to 
observe  two  days  of  rest  in  each  week,  the  statutory  day  and  the 
day  which  their  religious  faith  constrained  them  to  observe.  The 
statute  designates  the  first  day  of  the  week  as  the  day  of  rest  for 
all  who  do  not  by  reason  of  their  religious  faith  and  practice  observe 
some  other  day.  Christians,  who  regard  the  first  day  of  the  week 
as  a  sacred  day ;  infidels,  who  regard  no  day  as  holy  ;  and  Friends, 
who  hold  there  is  no  more  holiness  in  one  day  than  another,  but 
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that  all  are  to  be  kept  holj,  are  by  the  statute  constrained  to  desist 
from  labor  on  the  first  day  of  the  week.  On  the  other  hand,  Jews 
and  Seventh-day  Baptists  may  pursue  their  ordinary  callings  on 
that  day,  if  they  observe  the  seventh  day  of  the  week  according  to 
their  faith ;  and  Mohammedans  may  labor  on  the  first,  if  they  observe 
the  sixth  day  of  the  week  according  to  their  faith.  The  statute 
grants  to  all  persons,  who,  in  the  exercise  of  their  religious  faith 
and  practice,  observe  one  day  in  the  week  as  a  day  of  rest,  the  lib- 
erty of  working  on  every  other  day  of  the  week,  without  qualification 
or  limitation.  In  this  respect  there  is  a  pronounced  difference 
between  the  law  of  this  and  some  of  the  other  states. 

In  many  other  states  but  slight  regard  is  shown  to  those  who  ob- 
serve any  other  than  the  first  day  of  the  week  as  a  day  of  rest. 
The  New  York  statute  provides :  "  Nor  shall  there  be  any  servile 
working  or  laboring  on  that  day,  excepting  works  of  necessity  and 
charity,  unless  done  by  some  person  who  uniformly  keeps  the  last 
day  of  the  week,  called  Saturday,  as  holy  time,  and  does  not  labor 
or  work  on  that  day,  and  whose  labor  shall  not  disturb  other  persons 
in  their  observance  of  the  first  day  of  the  week  as  holy  time.*' 

The  New  Jersey  statute  provides  that  it  shall  be  a  sufficient  de- 
fence for  working  on  the  Sabbath  day,  that  the  defendant  keeps  the 
seventh  day  as  the  Sabbath  :  provided,  always,  that  the  work  or 
labor  for  which  such  person  is  informed  against  is  done  and  per- 
formed in  his  or  her  dwelling-house  or  workshop,  or  on  his  or  her 
premises  or  plantation,  and  that  such  work  or  labor  has  not  dis- 
turbed other  persons  in  the  observance  of  the  first  day  of  the  week 
as  the  Sabbath."  And  it  has  been  held  that  whatever  draws  the 
attention  of  others  from  the  appropriate  duties  of  the  Lord's  day 
disturbs  them.  And  where  one  purchased  a  horse  and  gave  his 
note  for  the  same,  in  his  own  house,  in  the  presence  of  his  wife,  the 
seller,  and  one  other  person,  whose  religious  feelings  were  not  at  all 
shocked,  and  who  made  no  complaint,  it  was  held  to  be  to  the 
disturbance  of  others:"  Vamey  v.  French,  19  N.  H.  233. 

But  the  statute  of  this  state  draws  no  such  invidious  distinctions 
between  those  Christians  who  observe  the  first  and  those — be  they 
Christians,  Jews  or  Mohammedans — who  observe  "  any  other  day 
of  the  week,  *  *  *  agreeably  to  the  faith  and  practice  of  their 
church  or  society." 

It  is  not  true,  therefore,  that  all  contracts  made  in  this  state  on 
the  Lord*s  day  are  void.    A  large  number  of  the  citizens  of  the 
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state  may  lawfully  labor  and  make  contracts  on  that  day.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  of  the  validity  of  a  note  executed  in  this  state 
on  the  Lord's  day,  when  the  parties  to  it  refrain  from  labor  on 
"any  other  day  of  the  week,  *  ♦  *  agreeably  to  the  faith  and 
practice  of  their  church  or  society."  The  validity  of  contracts  made 
in  this  state  on  that  day  depends,  therefore,  on  whether  the  par- 
ties to  them  conscientiously  observe  some  other  day  of  the  week 
as  a  day  of  rest.    If  they  do,  their  contracts  made  on  the  Lord's 
day  are  valid.    Such  contracts  the  courts  of  the  state  would  be 
bound  to  enforce.    If,  then,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  courts  of 
the  state  to  enforce  contracts  made  in  the  state  between  its  own  cit- 
izens on  the  Lord's  day,  having  no  relation  to    household  duties 
of  daily  necessity,  comfort  or  charity,"  how  can  it  be  said  that  the 
public  policy  of  the  state  forbids  the  enforcement  of  such  contracts 
made  in  another  state,  and  valid  by  the  law  of  that  state  ?  A  court 
cannot  declare  that  the  public  policy  of  the  state  evinces  such  a  high 
regard  for  the  sacredness  of  the  Lord's  day  as  to  forbid  it  to  enforce 
a  contract  lawfully  made  on  that  day  in  another  state,  when  it  is 
bound  by  law  to  enforce  contracts  made  on  that  day  in  its  own  state. 
It  may  be  justifiable  in  private  life  to    assume  a  virtue,  though 
joa  have  it  not ;"  but  courts  in  the  impartial  administration  of 
justice,  are  forbidden  to  assume  a  higher  regard  for  the  holiness  of 
the  Lord's  day  than  is  found  in  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
state.    To  do  so  would  deprive  suitors  of  their  rights  without  law, 
and  would,  besides,  be  in  the  highest  degree  pharisaical.    And  if 
the  courts  of  the  state  would  enforce  contracts  made  on  that  day  in 
the  state  between  certain  classes  of  her  own  citizens,  how  can  the 
moral  sense  of  the  people  of  the  state  be  said  to  be  shocked  by  en- 
forcing such  contracts  lawfully  entered  into  elsewhere  ?    No  court 
is  at  liberty  to  impeach  the  constitution  and  laws  under  which  it 
derives  its  jurisdiction  and  authority  as  a  court,  by  assuming  that 
irhat  is  lawful  under  them  is  shocking  to  the  moral  sense  of  the 
people  who  enacted  them.    But  if  no  contracts  made  on  that  day 
in  the  state  could  be  enforced,  there  would  still  be  nothing  in  the 
objection  that  their  enforcement  would  be  too  shocking  to  the  moral 
sense  of  the  community  to  be  tolerated,  for  reasons  forcibly  stated 
by  Judge  Redfield,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Ad(m9  V.  Q-ayy  19  Vt.  358,  867 :  "  And  before  we  could  determine 
that  any  given  cause  shocked  the  moral  feelings  of  the  community, 
we  must  be  able  to  find  but  one  pervading  feeling  upon  that  subject; 
Vol.  XXXIII.— ^9 
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80  much  so,  that  a  contrary  feeling,  in  an  individual,  would  denom- 
inate him  either  insane,  or  diseased  in  his  moral  perceptions.  Now, 
nothing  is  more  absurd  to  my  mind,  than  to  argue  the  existence  of 
any  such  universal  moral  sentiment  in  regard  to  the  observance  of 
Sunday.  It  is  in  no  just  sense  a  moral  sentiment  at  all  which 
impels  us  to  the  observance  of  Sunday,  for  religious  purposes,  more 
than  any  other  day.  It  is  but  education  and  habit,  in  the  main  cer- 
tainly. Moral  feeling  might  dictate  the  devotion  of  a  portion  of 
our  time  to  religious  rites  and  solemnities,  but  could  never  indicate 
any  particular  time  above  all  others.'* 

It  is  believed  the  moral  sense  of  the  community  would  esteem  it 
a  morally  dishonest  act  for  a  debtor  to  refuse  to  pay  a  just  debt 
because  the  evidence  of  it  was  executed  on  the  Lord's  day.  Chris- 
tians vary  in  their  opinions  of  the  manner  in  which  the  Lord's  day 
ought  to  be  kept.  In  continental  Europe,  sports,  games  and  prac- 
tices are  freely  indulged  in  on  that  day,  with  the  approval  of  the 
church,  which  the  larger  number  of  Protestant  churches  of  England 
and  this  country  do  not  approve. 

The  large  emigration  from  Europe  to  this  country  is  having  a 
marked  influence  on  public  opinion,  particularly  in  towns  and  cities, 
as  to  how  the  Lord's  day  ought  to  be  kept.  The  Puritan  view  of  the 
question  has  undergone  some  modifications  through  this  influence. 
As  a  result  of  less  restricted  views  on  the  subject,  in  this  city,  in 
the  shadow  of  the  capitol  there  are  more  than  half  a  hundred  places 
where  spirituous  liquors  are  sold  on  Sunday,  the  same  as  any  other 
day  in  the  week,  without  molestation  from  the  state  or  city  authori- 
ties. It  would  be  downright  hypocrisy  for  a  court  to  afiect  to  be- 
lieve that  the  moral  sense  of  the'  community,  ^hich  supports  this 
condition  of  things,  would  be  shocked  by  compelling  a  man  to  pay 
a  note  given  for  an  honest  debt  because  it  was  executed  on  the 
Lord's  4lay.  There  may  be  a  good  many  individuals  who  would 
feel  so,  but  they  do  not  constitute  the  community  in  the  legal  sense 
of  that  term. 

It  is  an  error  to  suppose  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  state,  in 
Tucker  v.  Weit^  mpra^  held  Lord's  day  contracts  void  on  religious 
or  moral  grounds.  That  is  not  the  ground  upon  which  they  are 
held  void  by  any  of  the  courts.  The  court  held  that  the  execution 
by  the  maker  and  the  receipt  by  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note  was 
•*Mabor,"  within  the  meaning  of  that  word,  as  used  in  the  statute. 

It  of  course  follows  that  the  parties  to  a  note  executed  on  the 
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Lord's  day  incur  the  penalty  of  the  statute  against  those  vho  labor 
on  that  day,  viz.,  a  fine  of  one  dollar.  By  reference  to  the  statute 
it  will  be  observed  that  it  does  not  in  terms  prohibit  labor,  or  declare 
contracts  void.  It  simply  denounces  a  penalty  against  those  found 
laboring."  Here  two  familiar  and  established  rules  of  decision 
come  into  play.  One  of  these  is,  that  a  penalty  implies  a  prohibi- 
tion of  the  thing  itself,  on  the  doing  of  which  the  penalty  is  to 
accrue,  though  there  are  no  prohibitory  words  in  the  statute ;  and 
the  other  is,  that  a  court  of  justice  will  give  no  assistance  to  the 
enforcement  of  contracts  which  the  law  of  the  land  has  interdicted. 

''The  ground  upon  which  courts  have  refused  to  maintain 
actions  on  contracts  made  in  contravention  of  statutes  for  the 
observance  of  the  Lord's  day,  is  the  elementary  principle  that  one 
who  has  himself  participated  in  a  violation  of  law  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  assert  in  a  court  of  justice  any  right  founded  upon  or 
growing  out  of  the  illegal  transaction Cranson  v.  (tom,  107  Mass. 
439;  Holman  v.  Johnson,  Cowp.  841 ;  Gibba  ^  Sterrett  Manufg 
Co.  V.  Bruckety  111  U.  S.  597.  There  have  been  vigorous  pro- 
tests from  time  to  time  against  the  application  of  these  principles 
to  Lord's  day  contracts,  upon  the  ground  that  they  inflicted  penal- 
ties, by  judicial  construction,  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  oflfence, 
and  not  contemplated  by  the  act  {Bhom  v.  RichardB,  supra  ;  and 
see  remarks  of  Grier,  J.,  in  Philadelplda^  W.  ^  B,  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Philadelphia  ^  Havre  de  Chrace  S.  B.  Co.,  28  How.  218) ;  but 
the  great  weight  of  authority  is  that  a  contract  made  in  violation 
of  the  Lord's  day  acts  is  void,  like  any  other  illegal  and  prohibited 
contract,  and  upon  no  other  or  different  ground.  And  the  reason 
that  a  contract  made  in  this  state  on  the  Lord's  day  between  persons 
"who  observe  as  Sabbath  any  other  day  of  the  week'*  is  not  void, 
is  that  the  statute  expressly  declares  they  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  penalties  of  this  act,"  and  as  there  is  no  prohibition  in  terms 
in  the  statute,  it  results  that  there  is  neither  penalty  nor  prohibition 
against  such  persons  making  contracts  or  performing  any  other  kind 
of  labor  on  the  Lord's  day.  But  if  by  the  statute  all  contracts 
made  in  this  state  on  the  Lord's  day  were  void,  it  is  believed  that 
the  result  in  the  case  at  bar  would  not  be  different. 

There  is  often  great  difiiculty  in  practice  in  drawing  the  line  be- 
tween the  foreign  contracts  which  may  and  may  not  be  enforced. 
The  rules  defining  the  comity  of  states  in  this  regard  are  necessarily 
general  in  their  terms,  and  the  adjudged  cases  are  not  quite  uniform. 


388 


SWANN  V.  SWANN. 


No  case  has  been  cited,  and  it  is  believed  dodo  can  be  found,  hold- 
ing  that  a  contract  made  on  the  Lord's  day  in  a  state  where  such 
contracts  are  valid,  will  not  be  enforced  by  the  courts  of  another 
state,  by  the  laws  of  which  such  contracts  are  void.  But  there  is 
one  case  at  least  (there  may  be  others  which  our  limited  examina- 
tion failed  to  discover)  that  holds  that  in  such  case  the  contract 
will  be  enforced.  The  case  is  entitled  to  consideration,  no  less 
on  account  of  the  uniform  high  character  of  the  decisions  of  the 
court  than  the  acknowledged  learning  and  ability  of  the  judge  who 
delivered  the  opinion.  In  Adams  v.  Qai/,  supray  the  precise  ques- 
tion arose.  A  contract  which,  if  it  had  been  made  in  Yermont, 
would  have  been  void  under  the  Lord's  day  act  of  that  state,  was 
made  in  New  Hampshire  on  the  Lord's  day.  In  a  suit  arising 
upon  that  contract  in  Vermont,  the  question  arose  whether  the 
courts  of  that  state  would  give  it  effect.  The  court  refused  to  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  law  of  New  Hampshire,  and  did  not  indulge 
the  presumption  that  it  was  the  same  as  that  of  Vermont.  The 
court,  Judge  Redfield  delivering  the  opinion,  said :  The  law  of 
New  Hampshire,  then,  being  out  of  the  case  on  account  of  its  not 
having  been  proved  at  the  trial,  the  contract  between  the  parties  is 
valid,  unless  it  is  void  upon  general  principles  of  public  policy,  as 
being  of  evil  example  to  our  own  citizens  to  see  such  a  contract 
enforced  in  a  court  of  justice." 

And,  after  a  full  discussion  of  the  subject,  the  court,  on  the  as- 
sumption that  the  contract  was  valid  in  New  Hampshire,  held  it 
valid  in  Vermont. 

It  has  been  decided  that  contracts  for  the  purchase  of  lottery 
tickets,  if  valid  where  made,  will  be  treated  as  valid  and  enforced 
in  the  courts  of  a  state  by  the  laws  of  which  such  contracts  are 
illegal :  Mclntyre  v.  ParkSy  3  Mete.  207  ;  (in  Webster  v.  Munger^ 
8  Gray  587,  Thomas,  J.,  expresses  the  opinion  that  Mclntyre  v. 
Parks^  was  not  rightly  decided) ;  Kentucky  v.  Bassford^  6  Hill 
526.  And  the  same  doctrine  has  been  maintained  with  reference 
to  gambling  contracts  :  Whart.  Confl.  Laws,  §§  487, 492. 

This  court  is  not  to  be  understood  as  expressing  any  opinion  as 
to  the  soundness  of  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  last  cited.  They  carry 
the  doctrine  of  comity  further  than  it  is  necessary  to  go  to  uphold 
the  action  in  the  case  at  bar.  Lottery  and  gambling  contracts  are 
very  generally  regarded  as  inherently  vicious  and  immoral,  and 
wanting  in  a  meritorious  consideration,  whenever  and  wherever 
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made.  Whereas,  the  contract  in  suit  was  not  only  obligatory  where 
made,  hut  was  made  for  a  valuable  and  meritorious  consideration  ; 
and  the  only  objection  to  its  validity  is  that  it  was  executed  on  an 
inappropriate  day  of  the  week — a  circumstance  in  which  it  would 
seem  a  state,  other  than  that  in  which  the  contract  was  made,  could 
Lave  very  little  concern. 

It  has  been  held  that  when  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  con- 
tract was  made,  and  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  suit  is  brought, 
are  the  same,  and  a  contract  made  on  the  Lord's  day  is  void  by  the 
laws  of  both  states,  it  will  not  be  enforced;  and  that,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  law  will  be  presumed  to  be  the  same 
in  both  states :  Bill  v.  Wilker,  41  Ga.  449 ;  Sayre  v.  Wheeler,  32 
Iowa  659. 


Coxmow-Law  Rule. — As  to  the  mak- 
ing of  contracts,  and  all  other  acts  not 
of  a  judicial  nature,  the  common  law 
made  no  distinction  between  Sanday  and 
any  other  day :  Drury  y.  Drfoutaine,  1 
Taunt.  135  ;  Kepnerr.  Kee/er,  6  Wutts 
aai;  Rex  V.  Broiherfon,  Stra.  702; 
SUfr$  V.  Eliiot,  8  Cow.  27  ;  Fox  v. 
J/eiucft,  3  W.  &  S.  444  ;  Bfoom  v.  Rich- 
ards, 2  Ohio  St.  387  ;  Horace  v.  Keebler, 
5  Neb.  355  ;  A<fam*  v.  Gay,  19  Vt.  365. 

But  in  Enp:land  and  pretty  generally 
in  the  Unitetl  States,  more  or  less  strin- 
f^ent  laws  have  been  enacted,  by  which 
all  ordinary  labor  and  business  are  for- 
bidden. 

The  principal  English  statute  is  that 
of  29  Car.  II.,  c.  7,  {  1.  The  language 
is:  "  that  no  tradesman,  artificer,  work- 
man, laborer  or  other  person  whatsoever, 
shall  do  or  exercise  any  worldly  labor, 
bosiness  or  work  of  their  ordinary  call- 
ings upon  the  Lord's  Day,  or  any  part 
thereof,  (works  of  "necessity"  and 
"charity"  only  excepted)  ;  and  "that 
no  person  shall  publicly  cry,  show  forth, 
or  expose  to  sale,  any  wares,  merchan- 
dises, fruit,  berbe,  goods  or  chattels  upon 
the  Lord's  Day  or  any  part  thereof." 
Very  similar  statatea  have  been  enacted 
in  this  coantry. 

WOMXB  OF  KbCBSSITT  AH D  ChABITT. 


— Works  of  "  necessity  '*  and  **  charity  *' 
arc  excepted  from  the  operation  of  Sun- 
day statutes.  And  by  a  work  of  "  ne- 
cessity," is  not  meant  a  physical  and 
absolute  necessity,  but  any  lal)or,  busi- 
ness or  work,  which  is  morally  tit  and 
proper  to  be  done  on  that  day,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case  is  a 
case  of  **  necessity  "  within  the  statute. 
Flagg  r.  Inhabitants  of  MiUbury^  4  Cush. 
S43. 

In  McGatrick  v.  Wason,  4  Ohio  St. 
567,  the  court  held  that  works  of  "ne- 
cessity "  are  not  limited  to  labor  for  the 
preservation  of  life,  health  or  property 
from  impending  danger.  The  "neces- 
sity "  may  grow  out  of,  or  indeed  be  in- 
cident to  the  general  course  of  business, 
or  even  be  an  exigicncy  of  a  particular 
trade  or  business,  and  yet  be  within  the 
exception  of  the  act.  Thus  the  danger 
of  navigation  being  closed,  may  make  it 
lawful  to  load  a  vessel  on  Sunday,  if 
there  is  no  other  lime  to  do  so. 

The  harvesting  of  "  dead-ripe  "  wheat 
which  conld  not  be  cut  sooner,  and 
which  might  be  spoiled  by  rain  if  left 
until  a  later  day,  is  a  work  of  "  neces- 
sity:" Turner  v.  State,  67  Ind.  595. 
A  journey  on  Sunday  to  visit  one's 
children  who  are  properly  away  from 
home  ii  not  against  the  statute  prohibit- 
ing travelling  on  that  day :  McCeary  t. 
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Lowellt  44  Vt.  116;  and  a  journey  to 
procure  medicine  for  a  sick  child  is 
within  the  exception  :  Gorman  v.  City  of 
Lowell,  117  Mass.  65. 

Where  a  defect  in  a  highway,  for  an 
injury  occasioned  hy  which  to  person  or 
property  the  town  would  be  liable,  is 
found  to  exist  on  Sunday,  it  is  the  duty 
of  such  town  to  repair  the  defect  imme- 
diately or  to  adopt  measures  to  guard 
a^^ainst  the  danger  until  such  repairs  can 
be  made  ;  and  work,  labor,  or  business 
for  tfiis  work  is  **  necessity  "  within  the 
mtaning  of  the  statute  :  Flagg  r.  Inhabi- 
tants of  Afillbury,  supra ;  see  Johnson 
Irashurg,  47  Vt.  28.  Raising  subscrip- 
tions from  a  congregation  on  Sunday  to 
pay  off  a  church  debt,  or  purchase  a 
house  of  worship,  is  a  work  of  **  charity  " 
within  the  statute,  and  subscriptions  may 
be  sustained :  Allen  r,  Daffie,  48  Mich. 
1  ;  Dale  v.  Knapp,  98  Penn.  St.  889. 

A  necessity  may  exist  to  work  on  Sun- 
day to  prevent  a  great  waste  of  sap  in 
making  maple  sugar:  Whitcombr.  Gil- 
man,  35  Vt.  297.  The  feeding  of  hogs 
on  Sunday  is  a  lawful  work ;  and  if, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case,  the  usual  and  proper 
means  to  feed,  according  to  the  practice 
of  good  husbandry,  is  to  gather  the 
necessary  feed  daily  in  the  field,  haul  it 
to  the  feeding  place  and  there  feed  it  to 
them,  such  work  is  not  unlawful :  Edger- 
ton  V.  State,  67  Ind.  588. 

The  running  of  passenger  trains  has 
b'een  held  a  work  of  "  necessity  :  Com- 
monwealth V.  L.  ^  N,i  Ry»  Co,,  80 
Ky.  291.  And  the  forwarding  of  cattle 
by  a  railway  company ;  PkUa.,  ^c,  By, 
Co.  T.  Lehman,  56  Md.  209.  See  also 
Commonwealth  v.  Sampson,  97  Mass. 
407  ;  FeUal  v.  Middlesex  Ry.  Co.,  109 
Id.  398. 

But  the  fact  that  one  works  gratui- 
tously does  not  make  it  a  work  of 
•* charity":  McGraih  v.  Merioin,  112 
Mass.  467.  And  in  State  Goff,  20 
Ark.  289,  it  was  held  that  where  a  per- 
son was  too  poor  and  had  no  implement 


of  his  own  with  which  to  cut  his  grain, 
which  was  wasting  from  orer-ripeness, 
could  borrow  none  till  Saturday  eren- 
ing,  had  swapped  work  with  his  neigh- 
bors during  the  week,  hired  a  man  to 
cnt  his  own  grain  Sunday,  it  was  not  a 
work  of  **  necessity." 

A  person  cannot  lawfully  tratel  on 
Sunday  for  the  purpose  of  suppljing 
fresh  meat  to  marketmen  whom  his  mas- 
ter has  agreed  to  supply  therewith ;  al- 
though he  could  not  do  this  in  addition 
to  his  other  work  on  Monday  rooming, 
and  his  master  by  reason  of  illness  is 
unable  to  do  it  himself :  Jones  t.  Inhabi- 
tants of  Andover,  10  Allen  18. 

One  who  travels  on  Sunday  to  ascer- 
tain whether  a  bouse  which  he  has  hired 
and  into  which  he  intends  to  move  the 
next  day,  has  been  cleaned,  is  not 
travelling  from  "necessity":  Smith 'v. 
Boston  4r  M.  Ry,,  120  Mass.  490  ;  8.  c. 
21  Am.  Kep.  538. 

The  cleaning  up  of  a  wheelpit  on  San- 
day  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
stoppage  on  a  week  day  of  mills  which 
employed  many  hands,  is  not  a  work  of 
"necessity"  or  ** charity":  McGrath 
y.  Merwin,  supra.  And  where  a  con- 
tract of  hire  of  a  horse  and  carriage  on 
Sunday  was  indefinite  as  to  time,  dis- 
tance and  nse,  the  carrying  of  a  young 
llidy  home  who  had  been  attending  a  re- 
ligious meeting  during  the  day,  will  not 
render  the  contract  legal:  Tiliods  v. 
fFe66,  56  Me.  100  ;  and  see  PaU  v. 
Wright,  30  Ind.  476. 

"Ordinary  Calmko,"  "Busi- 
ness," &c. — All  of  the  Bnglish  cases 
carefully  distinguish  between  contracts 
which  are  of  the  "ordinary  calling"  of 
the  parties,  and  such  as  are  not  in  tbe 
*  *  ordinary  calling.  *  *  The  former  made 
npon  Sunday  are  void ;  the  latter  not. 
This  distinction  is  based  npon  the  words 
of  the  English  statute  of  Charles  II., 
which  prohibits  only  work  of  one's  "or- 
dinary calling."  And  contracts  not 
within  this  prohibition  have  always  been 
held  ralid  there :  Drury  v.  Defontaine,  1 
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Tannt.  1S1  :  Fenndl  v.  Ridier,  5  B.  & 
C.  406.  Where  the  statate  merely  pro- 
hibits the  exercise  of  business  or  work  of 
one's  "  ordinarr  calling/ '  one  party  can- 
not sue  on  the  contract  made  by  him  on 
Sonday  in  the  exercise  of  his  onlinary 
calling,  even  if  it  be  not  within  the 
*'  ordinary  calling  "  of  the  other,  and  the 
parties  meet  on  that  day  at  the  request  of 
the  latter:  Hazard y.  Day,  14  Allen  487. 
Bat  where  the  contract  is  made  in  the 
"ordinary  callinf^"  of  one  party,  the 
other  may  sae  if  it  was  not  within  his 
own  ordinary  calling,"  and  he  did  not 
know,  when  he  entered  it,  that  it  was 
within  the  •*  ordinary  calling*'  of  the  de- 
fendant :  Bloxsome  WiUiams,  S  Bam. 
ftC.  232;  8.  c.  I  C.  &P.  294. 

The  party  seeking  to  impeach  a  con- 
tract because  made  on  Sunday,  roust  show 
that  it  was  done  by  a  person  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  business  of  his  "ordinary 
calling:"  MilU  Williama,  16  S.  C. 
593;  IleilanuY.  Ahercombie^  15  Id.  110. 

Where  a  farmer,  a  part  of  whose  ordi- 
nary business  was  the  purchase  and  cul- 
tiTation  of  land,  bought  a  tract  of  land 
on  Saturday  and  agreed  to  consummate 
the  trade  on  the  next  day,  by  signing  the 
necessary  papers,  and  did  sign  a  note  for 
the  purchase  money  on  that  day  ;  A«/</, 
that  the  contract  was  illegal :  Morgan  y. 
59  6a.  683. 
The  loaning  of  money  on  Sunday  is 
"business,"  within  the  statute,  and  pre- 
samptively  illegal :  Droeu^ert  r.  Decker , 
51  Wis.  46.  And  the  execution  andde- 
lirery  of  a  promissory  note :  Allen 
Z>aittii^.  14  N.  H.  133. 

Where  a  town  board  is  authorized  to 
icsne  bonds  in  aid  of  a  railway,  only 
opon  the  presentation  of  a  petition  there- 
for, signed  by  a  certain  number  of  tax- 
payers of  the  town,  the  procuring  and 
affixing  such  signatures  on  Sunday, 
is  "  business  "  and  is  unlawful,  and  con- 
fers no  authority  npon  the  supervisors  to 
issue  bonds  De  Forth  v.  Wis.  ^c,  i?y., 
5S  Wis.  320. 
But  the  execution  of  a  mortgage  is  not 


the  exercise  of  one's  **  ordinary  calling 
BellamM  v.  Ahtrcombie,  15  S.  C.  1 10.  Nor 
is  an  agreement  by  an  attorney  to  settle 
a  client's  affairs,  by  which  be  incurs  per- 
sonal responsibility,  his  "  ordinary  call- 
ing:"  P^te  V.  Dicken,  5  Tyr.  116  ;  8.  c. 
3  Dowl.  P.  C.  171.  And  a  contract  of 
hiring  between  a  farmer  and  a  laborer 
for  a  year  and  a  day  is  valid  :  Rex  v. 
WhitnaMh,  7  Barn.  &  C.  596.  And  in 
Scarfe  v.  Morgan,  4  Mees.  &  W.  270,  it 
was  held,  that  where  a  mare  was  sent  to 
a  farmer  to  be  covered  by  bis  stallion, 
the  case  was  held  not  to  be  within  the 
statute  prohibiting  the  exercise  of  one's 
''ordinary  calling." 

The  simple  making  of  a  contract  is  not 
embraced  in  the  prohibition  of  common 
labor :"  Horace  v.  Keebler,  5  Neb.  358  ; 
Johnson  V.  Brown,  13  Kan.  529 ;  Bloom 
T.  Richards,  2  Ohio  St.  388. 

When  Contract  deemed  made  ow 
Sunday. — In  some  of  the  New  England 
States,  Sunday,  or  the  first  day  of  the 
week,  begins  at  sunset  on  Saturday  even- 
ing and  ends  the  same  time  the  next  day : 

2  Bour.  Diet.  559,  14th  ed.  In  other 
parts  of  the  United  States,  it  commences 
at  12  o'clock  OD  the  night  between  Sat- 
urday and  Sunday,  and  ends  twenty-four 
hours  later.    See  HuideJcoper  v.  Cotton, 

3  Watts  (Pa.)  56 ;  KUgor  v.  MUes,  6 
Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  268. 

In  Naeon  v.  Dlnsmore,  84  Me.  391,  it 
was  held  that  a  contract  proved  to  have 
been  made  on  Sunday  is  not  thereby 
rendered  invalid  unless  it  be  also  proved 
that  it  was  made  before  sunset.  The 
presumption  is  that  it  was  made  on  that 
part  of  the  day  on  which  it  was  lawful  to 
do  it:  Hiller  v.  English,  4  Strobh.  486. 
In  Connecticut,  the  Lord's  day  has  been 
defined  as  continuing  from  daybreak  to 
the  closing  of  daylight  on  Sunday  :  Fox 
V.  AheL  2  Conn.  251 ;  see,  also,  Tracy  v. 
Jenks,  15  Pick.  465. 

Where  A.  bought  a  quantity  of  shingles 
on  Sunday,  and  at  the  same  time  gavfe  a 
note  for  part  payment,  and  he  permitted 
the  shingles  to  remain  with  the  seller  for 
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about  a  month,  Hefd^  that  the  contract 
was  complete  on  Sunday,  and  void : 
Allen  V.  Dfmingy  14  N.  H.  133. 

A  letter  written  Saturday,  left  by  the 
writer  on  Sunday  with  a  request  to  carry 
it  to  the  post-ofBce  Monday,  may  be  the 
medium  of  accepting  a  prior  proposition 
from  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed, 
and  thus  closing  a  lawful  contract  dating 
from  Monday,  the  time  when  the  letter 
was  posted  in  pursuance  of  the  Sunday 
request :  Bryant  t.  Booze,  55  Ga.  439. 

Where  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of 
horses,  made  on  Saturday,  included  the 
discharge  of  a  debt  due  from  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  other,  but  the  purchaser 
of  the  horse  took  possession  of  it  Sunday. 
Heldy  that  there  was  such  a  consumma- 
tion of  the  contract  on  Saturday  as  made 
it  valid  :  Peake  v.  Conlan,  43  Iowa  297. 

Where  goods  are  selected  and  set  apart 
and  the  prices  agreed  upon  on  Sunday, 
but,  by  the  contract,  they  are  not  to  be 
delivered  till  the  next  day,  and  they  are 
not  delivered  till  then,  the  transaction 
can  not  be  avoided  as  a  sale  made  on 
Sunday  :  Rosenblatty,  Townslei/f  73  Mo. 
536. 

Payments  made  on  Sunday  and  not 
returned,  but  allowed  on  a  final  account- 
ing, will  not  avoid  the  contract  on  which 
they  were  received  as  one  made  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Sunday  law  :  Lcmwrt  v. 
Frishie,  42  Mich.  186. 

What  CouTRACxfl  Void. —  The 
ground  upon  which  courts  have  refused 
to  sustain  actions  on  contracts  made  in 
contravention  of  statutes  for  the  observ- 
ance of  Sunday,  is  the  elementary  prin- 
ciple that  one  who  has  himself  participated 
in  a  violation  of  law  cannot  be  permitted 
to  assert  in  a  court  of  justice  any  right 
founded  upon  or  growing  out  of  the 
illegal  transaction  :  Cransony,  GosSj  107 
Mass.  439  ;  Ellis  v.  Hammond,  57  Qa. 
179.  Each  party  is  in  pari  delicto,  and 
no  relief  can  be  granted  because  it  was 
made  by  one  of  them  in  the  exercise  of 
his  common  avocation :  Berry  v.  Planters* 
Bank,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  69. 


In  Kansas,  a  contract  made  on  any  day 
to  perform  any  kind  of  labor  on  Sunday, 
works  of  necessity,  &c.,  excepted,  is  void ; 
but  a  contract  made  on  Sunday  to  per- 
form labor  on  any  other  day,  is  valid  : 
Johnson  v.  Brown,  IS  Kan.  529. 

The  owner  cannot  recover  compensa- 
tion for  the  use  of  a  honte  for  a  pleasure 
drive  on  Sunday :  Nodine  v.  Doherty,  46 
Barb.  59;  Steicart  v.  Davis,  31  Ark. 
518.  In  any  case  where  the  hiring  is 
uncalled  for,  either  by  necessity  or 
charity,  the  contract  is  void :  Whdden 
V.  Chappel,  8  R.  I.  230  ;  Smith  v.  Bol- 
lins,  11  Id.  464. 

A  common  carrier's  liability  for  car- 
rying live  stock  is  not  lessened  by  reason 
of  their  being  received  or  carried  on  Sun- 
day :  Phila,,  ^c,  Ry.  v.  Lekman,  56  Md« 
209  ;  see,  also,  Opsiial  \,  Judd,  30  Minn. 
126. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  and  warranty 
of  a  horse  on  Sunday  is  void  :  Fenntll  v. 
Ridler,  5  B.  &  C.  405.  And  a  loan  of 
money  on  Sunday  is  void  and  cannot  be 
enforced,  whether  in  writing,  verbal,  or 
implied :  Meader  v.  White,  66  Mc.  90 ; 
Finn  v.  Donahue,  35  Conn.  216. 

In  Day  v.  McAllister,  15  Gray  433, 
it  was  held  that  a  contract  made  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Sunday  law  is  absolutely 
void. 

A  musician  cannot  recover  for  his  ser- 
vices at  a  l>eer  garden  on  Sunday :  Ber- 
nard V.  LUpping^  32  Mo.  Sil. 

An  action  will  not  lie  for  the  conver- 
sion of  a  chattel,  sold  and  delivered  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  in  exchange 
for  another  chattel  on  Sunday,  and  re- 
tained by  defendant  afterwards,  notwith- 
standing the  return  by  the  plaintiff  of 
the  chattel  for  which  it  was  exchanged 
and  his  demand  for  a  corresponding  re- 
turn by  defendant :  ^yers  v.  Meinrath^ 
101  Mass.  366. 

The  performance  of  any  work  on  Sun- 
day being  expressly  prohibited,  any  con- 
tract having  for  its  consideration,  or  part 
of  it,  the  doing  of  work  on  that  day,  can- 
not be  enforced:  Slaxe  v.  Arnold,  14 
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B.  Mon.  287  ;  eee  RUe  r,  Wright^  80 
Ind.  476 ;  Sumner  t.  Jones,  24  Vt.  317  ; 
Smtk  T.  Sparrow^  4  Bing.  84. 

Where  there  is  a  contract  to  publish 
8D  "  td."  in  the  Sunday  edition  of  a 
paper  for  a  year,  it  will  not  be  presumed 
thftt  the  contract  contemplated  any  labor 
to  be  done  on  Sunday :  Sheffield  v,  BaU 
wer,  52  Mo.  474 .  See  Ncuon  v.  Dinmiore, 
34  Me.  891.  But  in  Smith  y.  Wilcox, 
25  Barb.  341,  it  was  held  that  a  contract 
to  publish  an  ad."  in  a  paper  issued 
on  Sunday  is  an  agreement  to  do  an  act 
prohibited  by  the  statute  relative  to 
terrile  labor  on  that  day,  and  the  price 
cannot  be  .recoTci^.  This  case  was 
affirmed  in  24  N.  Y.  853.  But  under 
the  laws  of  1871,  such  contracts  arc  now 

The  rescission  of  a  contract  is  as  much 
a  natter  of  business  as  the  making  of  it, 
and  is  void :  Benedict  v.  Bachelder,  24 
Midi.  425  ;  9  Am.  R.  130.  See  Afer- 
Tin  T.  Robinson,  85  Ark.  483.  , 

A  city  ordinance  which  gives  Jews  the 
pririle;^  of  trading  on  Sunday,  hut  de- 
nies it  toothers,  is  unconstitutional :  City 
of  Skreteport  r.  Levy,  26  La.  Ann.  671. 

Bat  in  Johns  t.  Stale,  78  Ind.  332,  it 
*as  held  that  a  statute  against  the  dese- 
cration of  the  Sabbath,  which  provides 
that "  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
eonstnied  to  affect  such  as  conscien- 
tioosly  observe  the  seventh  day  of  the 
*eck  as  Sabbath,**  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional, as  granting  certain  citizens  privi- 
leges, &c.,  which  shall  not  belong  to  all 
pfTsons. 

Sunday  contracts  are  void,  and  the 
burden  of  proof  showing  that  the  case 
falls  within  some  of  the  exceptions  of  the 
statutes,  is  on  the  party  claiming  It: 
Sayre  v.  Wheeler,  32  Iowa  559.  See 
AlbreckY.  State,  8  Tex.  App.  813.  Two 
joined  in  one  complaint  for  doing  work  on 
Sunday  may  be  jointly  convicted,  upon 
proof  of  a  joint  act  in  violation  of  the 
lUtute  :  CotnmonweeUth  v.  Sampson,  97 
Mass.  407. 

(For  instances  of  negotiable  paper, 
Vol.  XXXIII.— 50 


void  because  issued  on  Sunday,  see  sub* 
title  "Nkootiable  Papbr,'*  infra,  p. 
394.) 

What  Contracts  Valid. — Where 
the  contract  is  fully  executed  on  Sunday, 
and  the  property  passes,  the  sale  is  never- 
theless valid  :  Godfrey  v.  Greene,  44 
Me.  25. 

A  contract  made  on  Sunday  by  the 
overseers  of  the  town  for  the  relief  of  a 
sick  pauper,  is  valid  :  Aldrich  v.  Inhahs. 
Blackstone,  128  Mass.  148.  And  money 
paid  on  Sunday  and  retained  afterwards* 
discharges  debt:  Johnson  v.  Willis,  7 
Gray  164. 

A  deed  though  signed  and  acknowl- 
edged on  Sunday,  if  delivered  on  another 
day  is  valid,  whatever  may  be  the  effect 
on  the  acknowledgment :  Love  v.  Welfs, 
25  Ind.  508. 

A  deed  executed  on  Sunda}  cannot  for 
that  reason  be  avoided  by  a  third  party, 
who  is  a  stranger  to  the  transaction, 
claiming  by  a  subsequent  levy :  Greene 
Godfrey,  44  Me.  25.  And  where  a 
deed  is  executed  on  Sunday,  but  by  the 
procurc^ment  of  the  grantor,  dated  upon 
the  preceding  day,  he  cannot  assert  the 
invalidity  against  a  subsequent  bona  fide 
holder :  Looe  v.  Wells^  supra. 

In  Breitenman^s  Appeal,  55  Penn.  St. 
1 83,it  was  held  that  any  instrument  which 
does  not  take  effect  till  delivery  is  not 
void  because  signed  on  Sunday. 

A  will  executed  on  Sunday  is  valid  : 
Bennett  v.  Brooks,  9  Allen  118;  Brei- 
tenman^s  Appeal,  supra. 

Bail-bond  executed  on  Sunday  is  bind- 
ing on  the  sureties :  Watts  v.  Common- 
wealth, 5  Bush  (Ey.)  809.  And  a  bond 
void  because  issued  on  Sunday,  may  be 
used  as  an  admission  of  a  liability  :  Lea 
V.  Hopkins,  7  Penn.  St.  492. 

An  agreement  to  settle  an  action  may 
be  made  on  Sunday :  Shank  v.  Shoetnaker, 
18  N.  T.  488.  And  the  execution  of  a 
release  by  a  creditor  to  an  assignee, 
under  a  voluntary  assignment,  by  de- 
livery on  Sunday  is  not  void,  not  being 
labor,  business  or  work  of  one's  ordinary 
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calling :  Allen  v.  Gardiner,  7  R.  I.  22 ; 
Bee  Hazard  t.  Z>ay,  14  Alien  487  ; 
Tucker  t.  West,  29  Ark.  386. 

A  bill  of  sale  of  personal  property, 
drawn  and  executed  on  Monday,  is  not 
▼oid  bj  reason  of  an  account  of  stock 
haying  been  taken  on  Sunday :  Zt<e6- 
bering  v.  Oberkoetter,  1  Mo.  App.  393. 

And  the  fact  that  the  indebtedness  was 
for  liquors  sold  on  Sunday  contrary  to  law, 
is  no  bar  to  an  action  on  account  stated, 
provided  the  account  was  not  stated  on 
Sunday:  Melchoir  v.  McCarty,  31  Wis. 
253. 

The  statute  does  not  apply  to  the  pro- 
ceedings of  business  meetings  of  benevo- 
lent societies  held  on  that  day  :  Corrigan 
Y.  Young  Mena\  ^c,  Society ,  65  Barb. 
357. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  property 
made  upon  Sunday,  is  not  for  that  rea- 
son Toid.  To  bring  a  transaction  within 
the  statute  which  de<:lares  that  no  person 
shall  expose  for  sale  any  wares,  &c.,  on 
Sunday,  clear  proof  of  its  violation 
must  he  produced.  A  private  solo  of 
property  not  "exposed  to  sale,"  is  not 
within  its  provisions :  Eberle  v.  Mehrhcuhy 
55  N.  T.  682  ;  see  Melmn  v.  Easlg,  42 
N.  C.  356. 

If  goods  are  sold  and  delivered  to  A. 
and  B.  on  the  Lord*s  day,  the  sale  being 
induced  by  the  false  representations  of 
A.  on  a  previous  day,  and  subsequently, 
not  on  Sunday,  the  seller  demands  the 
price  of  A.,  and  he  promises  to  pay  it, 
this  amounts  to  a  sale  to  him,  and  he  is 
liable  for  the  price  :  Winchell  v.  Carey, 
115  Mass.  560. 

A  contract  for  the  transportation  of 
property  on  Sunday  is  valid  :  Merriit  v. 
Earle,  29  N.  Y.  121  ;  see  Carroll  v. 
Staten  Id,  Ry,  Co,,  58  N.  Y.  126. 

In  Meriweather  v.  Smith,  44  6a.  542, 
the  coun  said  :  ''A  clear  distinction  is 
made  by  the  authorities  between  a  suit 
to  enforce  a  promise  or  undertaking  en- 
tered into  on  Sunday,  and  a  suit  on  a 
contract  made  on  Sunday  for  work  and 
labor,  and  for  the  doing  anything,  where 


the  thing  to  be  done  is  afterwardi  per- 
formed by  the  party.  It  would  be  a 
fraud  in  one  who  has  received  the  cod- 
sideration  of  a  contract  on  a  week  day, 
to  set  up  the  invalidity  of  the  contract 
because  made  on  Sunday.  He  reaffirms 
the  contract  by  receiving  the  considcnh 
tion."  See  Dickenson  v.  Richmond,  97 
Mass.  45  ;  Blood  v.  Bates,  31  Vt.  147. 
In  order  to  render  the  contract  void,  it 
must  appear  that  the  party  seeking  to 
enforce  it,  had  some  voluntary  agency  in 
consummating  it  on  Sunday  :  SargeaM 
V.  Butts,  21  Vt.,99. 

In  Dinsmore  v.  N.  Y.  Board  of  Police, 
12  Abb.  N.  C.  436,  an  injunction  was 
granted  to  restrain  the  board  of  police 
from  interfering  with  an  express  com- 
pany's transportation  of  freight  between 
states  of  the  United  States,  but  denied  as 
to  domestic  matters,  that  is  as  to  goods  to 
be  received  and  delivered  within  the 
dty  of  New  York :  See  Adams  Express 
V.  N.  Y.  Board  Pblice,  65  How.  Pr.  72. 

Negotiablb  Paper— when  Void. 
— A  promissory  note,  made  on  Sunday, 
is,  as  between  the  original  parties,  void. 
Btpe  V.  Linn,  50  Me.  83  ;  State  Cap. 
Bank  v.  Thompson,  42  N.  H.  369  ;  Bank 
of  C.  V.  Mayberry,  48  Me.  198.  But  if 
delivered  on  another  day,  it  is  valid  * 
Goss  V.  Whitney,  24  Vt.  187  ;  King  J, 
Fleming,  72  111.  21  ;  Hilton  v.  Houghton, 
35  Me.  143  ;  Bank  of  C.  v.  Mayberry, 
supra.  But  in  Ibrker  v.  Pitts,  73  Ind. 
597,  it  was  held  that  the  execution  of  a 
promissory  note,  as  surety  on  Sunday, 
though  delivered  by  the  principal  on  a 
week  day  to  the  payee,  who  bad  no 
knowledge  that  the  note  had  been  so 
signed  by  the  surety  is  void.  See  Chris^ 
man  v.  Tuttle,  59  Ind.  155  ;  SaltmarA 
Tuthill,  13  Ala.  390. 

The  consideration  of  a  note  given  for 
an  injury  done  on  the  Lord's  day  to  a 
horse  and  carriage  hired  on  that  day  for 
any  purpose  than  that  of  necessity  or 
charity,  is  unlawful :  TillocJc  v.  Webb, 
56  Me.  100. 

A  note  made  on  Sunday  is  not  void  at 
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common  law,  and  in  a  suit  on  a  for- 
eign note,  any  foreij^  statute  inrali- 
dftdng  it  must  be  proTed  :  G*Rourke  r. 
O'BmirU^  43  Mich.  59. 

And  a  note  executed  on  Sunday  is 
good  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder 
before  maturitj :  State  Cap.  Bank  r. 
Thmpmi^  supra.  And  a  bill  of  exchange 
mder  like  circumstances  is  valid  :  Bt^g- 
hit  T.  Levi^  1  C.  &  J.  180.  And  a 
note  signed  and  delivered  on  Sunday, 
bat  dated  on  week  day,  is  valid  in  the 
hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  without  notice 
of  the  defect :  Bank  of  C.  v.  Mayherry^ 
supra;  Knox  v.  Clifford^  48  Wis.  651  ; 
CroMm  V.  Gou,  107  Mass.  439  ;  Vinton 
T.  ftdk,  14  Mich.  287  ;  Ball  v.  Powers, 
62  Ga.  757.  The  making  and  delivering 
on  a  secular  day  of  a  promissory  note, 
dated  to  take  effect  on  a  subsequent  Sun- 
day, is  not  work  or  labor  prohibited 
by  the  statute  :  Stacy  v.  Kemp,  97  Mass. 
166. 

It  is  no  ground  for  arresting  judg- 
ment in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note, 
tiiat  it  bears  date  on  Sunday :  Hill  y.  Dvan" 
iom,  7  Gray  543 ;  see  Stevens  v.  Wood, 
127  Mass.  123. 

SUBSBQUKNT    RATIFICATION.  —  The 

mle  is  that  as  between  the  parties  a  con- 
tract made  in  violation  of  the  Sunday 
Uw,  is  void  and  is  incapable  of  being 
ratified  :  B)pe  v.  Linn,  50  Me.  83 ;  Day 
y.  McAllister,  15  Gray  433 ;  Stevens  v. 
Wood,  127  Mass.  123 ;  see  also  Parker 
y.  Puts,  73  Ind.  598. 

A  contract  for  the  transmission  of  a 
telegraph  dispatch  on  Sunday  is  void, 
and  the  retention  of  the  dispatch  and  the 
consideration  paid  by  the  sender  does  not 
constitute  a  ratification :  Rogers  v.  W.  U. 
Td.  Co.,  78  Ind.  169. 

A  Sunday  horse  trade  can  not  be  rati- 
fied on  a  week  day  ;  and  if  possession  is 
giyen,  the  horse  can  be  reclaimed,  unless 
a  new  contract  is  made  with  mutual 
assent :  Whnjield  v.  Dodge,  45  Mich.  355. 
A  note  illegal  because  issued  on  Sunday 
19  incapable  of  ratification  :  Stevens  v. 
Wood,  supra. 


Part  payments  made  on  Sunday  will 
not  take  a  debt  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations:  Clapp  v.  Hale,  112  Mass. 
368.  And  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay 
a  debt,  whether  express  or  implied  if 
made  on  Sunday,  does  not  take  tlie  debt 
out  of  the  statute':  Bumgardner  v. 
Taylor,  28  Ala.  687.  But  contra, 
Thomas  v.  Hunter,  29  Md.  406  ;  Beards- 
ley  V.  Hall,  86  Conn.  270. 

Where  the  terms  of  a  contract  only  are 
agreed  upon  on  Sunday,  and  subse- 
quently executed  it  may  be  enforced : 
Butler  V.  Lee,  11  Ala.  885. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  person  borrowing 
money  retains  and  converts  it  to  his  own 
use,  does  not  raise  an  implied  promise 
binding  in  law.  Troewert  v.  Decker,  51 
Wis.  46.  In  Bradley  v.  Rea,  14  Allen 
20,  afiirmed  103  Mass.  188,  it  was  held 
that  if  a  bargain  is  made  on  Sunday  for 
the  sale  of  goods,  which  are  accordingly 
delivered  and  accepted  by  the  purchaser 
on  Monday,  the  vendor  may  maintain  an 
action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods, 
upon  implied  assumpsit;  but  the  price 
fixed  on  Sunday  will  not  be  binding,  nor 
will  either  be  bound  by  any  warranty 
made  on  that  day.  And  in  Love  v.  Wells, 
25  Ind.  503,  it  was  held  that  a  contract 
void  only  because  executed  on  Sunday 
constitutes  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule  that  void  contracts  are  not  suscepti- 
ble of  ratification  :  SargeantY,  Butts,  21 
Vt.  99.  See  Van  Hoven  v.  /n«A,  3 
McCrary  C.  C.  443 ;  Heller  v.  Craw- 
ford, 37  Ind.  279 ;  MelchoirY,  McCarthy, 
31  Wis.  252. 

Where  a  promissory  note  made  by  two, 
one  of  whom  signed  it  on  Sunday,  was, 
on  a  subsequent  day  delivered  by  one  of 
the  makers  to  the  payee  who  was  ignor- 
ant of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  signed  on 
Sunday,  it  was  held  that  such  delivery 
was  a  subsequent  ratification  and  made 
it  valid:  King  v.  Fleming,  72  111.  21. 
Where  S.  sold  a  horse  to  J.  on  Sunday, 
for  which  J.  gave  a  note,  and  after- 
wards made  two  payments  upon  the 
note,  and  retained  the  horse  without 
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offering  to  return  the  same,  Held  to 
amount  to  a  ratification,  and  that  S. 
was  entitled  to  recover  for  the  balance 
of  the  note :  Sumner  v.  ./ones,  24  Vt. 
817.  See  also  Harrison  t.  Cotton,  31 
Iowa  16  ;  Merrill  v.  Downs,  41  N.  H.  72. 

Tort  Gbowiwo  out  op  Sunday 
Contract. — The  general  principle  is 
that  courts  of  justice  will  not  assist  a 
person  who  has  participated  in  a  trans- 
action forbidden  by  statute  to  assert 
rights  growing  out  of  it,  or  to  relieve 
himself  from  the  consequences  of  bis  own 
illegal  act.  Whether  the  form  of  action 
is  in  contract  or  in  tort,  the  test  in  each 
case  is  whether,  where  all  tlie  parties  are 
disclosed,  the  action  appears  to  be 
founded  in  violation  of  law  in  which 
the  plaintiff  has  taken  pai't :  Ball  v. 
Corcoran,  107  Mass.  251.  Thus,  the 
sale  or  exchange  of  horses  consummated 
on  Sunday  is  void,  and  no  action  will 
lie  on  the  warranty :  Finley  v.  Quirk,  9 
Minn.  195  ;  Murphy  v.  Simpson,  14  B, 
Mon.  419  ;  Lyon  v.  Strong,  6  Vt.  219 ; 
Robeson  v.  French,  12  Met.  24. 

And  a  person  who  travels  on  Sunday 
in  violation  of  the  Lord's  day  act  can- 
not maintain  an  action  against  a  town 
for  a  defect  in  a  highway,  or  against 
the  proprietors  of  a  street  railway,  in 
whose  cars  he  is  a  passenger,  for  an 
injury  to  himself  from  their  negligence, 
because  his  own  fault  in  illegally  trav- 
elling on  the  Lord's  day  necessarily  con- 
tributed to  the  injury  :  Bosworth  v. 
Swansey,  10  Met.  863 ;  Jones  v.  Andotier^ 
10  Allen  18;  Stanton  v.  Metropolitan 
By.  Co..  14  Allen  485. 

An  action  of  tort  will  not  lie,  if  to 
establish  it  the  plaintiff  requires  aid  from 
or  is  under  the  necessity  of  showing  or 
depending  upon  an  illegal  Sunday  con- 
tract :  Smith  v.  Rollins,  11  R.  I.  464  ; 
Whelden  v.  Chappei,  8  R.  I.  280.  And 
where  the  plaintiff  sustained  personal  in- 
juries from  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant while  assisting  them  in  their  work  on 
Sunday,  it  was  held  that  his  illegal  act 
in  working  on  Sunday  was  so  inseparably 


connected  with  the  cause  of  action,  ss 
to  prevent  his  maintaining  the  snit: 
McGrath  v.  Merwin,  112  Mass.  467  ; 
see  also  Laeld  v.  Rogers,  1 1  Allen  2U9  * 
Simpson  v.  NichoUs,  3  Mees.  k  W.  240  ; 
Ganderson  v.  Richardson,  56  la.  56. 

And  in  Gregg  v.  Wyman,  4  Cush.  322, 
it  was  licld  tliat  if  the  owner  of  a  horse 
knowingly  lets  him,  on  the  Lord's  dsy, 
to  be  driven  to  a  particular  place,  but 
not  for  *■  necessity  or  charity,"  and  the 
hirer  injures  the  horse  by  immoderate 
driving,  the  owner  caimot  maintain 
an  action  against  him  for  such  injuries, 
although  occasioned  in  going  to  a  dlAcreut 
place,  and  beyond  the  limits  specified 
in  the  contract.  But  the  case  of  Grfgg 
V.  Wytnan,  was  directly  overruled  in 
Ball  V.  Corcoran,  107  Muss.  251. 

Said  the  court:  **It  appears  to  ns, 
upon  principal  and  authority,  that  an 
action  of  tort  for  the  conversion  of  a 
horse,  by  driving  it  beyond  tlie  place 
agreed  in  the  illegal  contract  of  letting 
and  hiring,  is  not  founded  on  that  con- 
tract. And  wc  think  tliat  it  is  equally 
clear,  that  the  contract  need  not  be 
shown  by  the  plaintiff,  and  forms  no 
part  of  his  cause  of  action.  *  ♦  *  The 
wrong  committed  by  the  defendants,  for 
which  they  are  now  sued,  was  not  a 
breach  of  the  illegal  contract  by  which  the 
plaintiff  put  his  property  into  their  hands ; 
nor  is  the  ground  of  this  action  an  abuse 
of  the  possession  which  they  had  thus  ac- 
quired by  his  consent,  but  is  a  direct  in- 
vasion of  the  plaintiff's  general  right  of 
property,  wholly  outside  of  any  contract 
between  the  parties  by  the  wrongful  driv- 
ing of  the  horse  beyond  the  place  agreed 
upon,  and  thus  assuming  control  of  the 
property  for  their  own  benefit,  without 
any  authority  or  license  from  the  owner." 
The  doctrine  of  the  above  case  is  sus- 
tained by  Woodman  y.  HMard,  25  N. 
H.  67  ;  MoHan  v.  Glotler,  46  Me.  520. 
But  in  Parker  r.  Latner,  60  Id.  528; 
s.  c.  11  Am.  R.  210,  it  was  held  that  an 
action  will  not  lie  to  recover  damages 
arising  from  the  immoderate  driving  of  a 
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borse  during  a  pleasure  drive  on  the 
Lord's  dar,  for  which  he  was  hired. 

Bat  if  the  hirer  of  a  honte  injures  the 
property,  or  saffers  it  to  be  injured 
throagfa  his  negligence,  the  owner  may 
recoTer,  althoa«;h  the  contract  be  void : 
XotKne  r.  Doherty,  46  Barb.  59  ;  see 
3ffrntt  T.  Earle,  29  N.  T.  121  ;  Carroll 
j.SUiten  Id.  Ry,  Co,,  58  N.  Y.  126; 
Berthol/x.  O'Reilly,  8  Hun  16  ;  affirmed 
18  Abb.  L.  J.  389  ;  Stewart  v,  Davis, 
31  Ark.  518  ;  see  also,  Dodson  t.  Hatris, 
10  Ala.  566. 

If  a  person  while  unlawfully  trarelling 


on  Sunday  is  injured  by  a  dog,  the  act  of 
trarelling  is  not  a  contributory  cause 
of  the  injury,  and  he  may  recover :  White 
T.  Lang,  128  Mass.  598.  And  in  O'Shea 
T.  Kohn,  a  recent  case  in  the  New  York 
Supreme  Court,  published  in  17  Chicago 
Leg.  News  15,  Sept.  20,  1884,  the  court 
held  that  the  law  would  not  permit  a  per- 
son, by  means  of  false  representations, 
to  obtain  the  goods  or  property  of  another 
and  escape  liability  upon  the  fact  that  the 
wrong  was  perpetrated  on  Sunday. 

ChARLBS  L.  BlLUHOt. 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  California. 
HAGERTY  r.  POWERS. 

A  parent  who  wilfully  and  negligently  permits  his  son  of  eleven  years  of  age  to 
hare  in  his  possession  a  loaded  pistol,  whereby  the  boy  injures  the  infant  diild  of 
another,  is  not  liable  in  damages  therefor. 

Mtsick,  J.,  dissents. 

In  banc.  Appeal  from  the  Superior  Court  of  the  county  of 
Sacramento. 

Orove  L.  Johnson  and  Jones  ^  Martin^  for  appellant. 
JElwood  Sruner  and  S.  P.  Scanaker^  for  respondent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Ross,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  defendant, 
who,  according  to  the  averments  of  the  complaint,  "  wilfully,  care- 
lessly and  negligently  suffered,  permitted,  countenanced  and 
allowed**  his  son  of  eleven  years  of  age  to  have  in  his  possession  a 
loaded  pistol,  which  pistol  the  boy  afterwards  so  carelessly  used  and 
handled  as  to  shoot  the  infant  child  of  the  plaintiff,  is  liable  in 
damages  therefor.  We  have  been  cited  to  no  case,  controlled  by 
the  principles  of  the  common  law,  that  holds  that  the  action,  under 
Buch  circumstances,  can  be  maintained.  It  seems,  that  under  the 
civil  law  it  may  be ;  and  such  an  action  was  lately  sustained  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  in  the  case  entitled  Marionneauz 
V.  Brugier^  reported  in  the  sixteenth  volume  of  the  Reporter,  page 
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208.  Pothier,  in  his  work  on  Obligations,  says :  The  doctrine 
that  fathers  and  others  shall  be  responsible  for  the  acts  of  children 
under  their  care,  which  it  was  in  their  power  to  prevent,  appears 
highly  reasonable ;  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  it  is 
adopted  in  the  English  law.*'    Volume  2,  page  84. 

In  Tifft  V.  Tifft^  4  Denio  177,  a  minor  daughter  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  her  father's  absence,  and  without  his  authority  or  approval, 
wilfully  set  his  dog,  not  ordinarily  a  vicious  animal,  upon  the 
plaintiff* s  hog,  which  was  bitten  and  killed ;  and  the  court  lield  that 
the  father  was  not,  but  the  child  was,  liable  in  damages.  To  the 
same  effect  are  a  number  of  cases  cited  in  Schouler,  Dom.  ReL 
sect.  263,  from  which  he  deduces  the  rule  that  a  father  is  not  liable 
in  damages  for  the  torts  of  his  child,  committed  without  his  knowl- 
edge, consent  or  sanction,  and  not  in  the  course  of  his  employment 
of  the  child. 

Under  this  rule,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  averments  of  the  com- 
plaint do  not  fix  upon  the  defendant  any  liability  for  the  damages 
suffered  by  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  affirmed. 

Mtrice,  J.,  dissenting. — I  dissent.  As  the  complaint  alleges 
that  the  father  wilfully,  carelessly  and  negligently  countenanced  his 
child  in  having  the  pistol,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  a  cause  of  action. 


The  principal  case  is  an  interesting 
addition  to  the  scanty  literature  upon  the 
liability  of  the  father  for  the  torts  of  his 
minor  children.  The  case  of  HovKrion 
V.  Noker,  Sup.  Ct.  of  Wisconsin,  23  Am. 
L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  670,  is  somewhat  sim- 
ilar in  its  facts.  In  this  case  the  father 
was  held  liable  for  injuries  received  by 
the  plaintiff',  caused  by  the  frightening 
of  her  horse  by  the  two  boys  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  shouted  and  fired  pistols  as 
she  passed  their  father's  premises.  In 
order  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the 
acts  of  his  sons  it  was  held  proper  to 
show  that  such  acts  had  often  been  done 
by  the  boys  in  the  presence  of  their  father 
prior  to  the  day  when  the  plaintiff  was 
injured.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  Taylor,  J.,  said  :  **  If  the  father 
permitted  his  young  sons  to  shout,  use 
abusive  language,  and  discharge  fire-arms 
at  persons  who  were  passing  along  the 


highway  in  front  of  his  house,  he  per- 
mitted that  to  be  done  upon  his  premises 
which  in  its  nature  was  likely  to  result  in 
damage  to  those  passing ;  and  when  an 
injury  did  happen  from  that  cause,  he 
was  not  only  morally  but  legally  respon- 
sible for  the  damage  done.  If  a  parent 
permits  his  very  young  children  to  be- 
come a  source  of  damage  to  those  who 
pass  the  highway  in  front  of  his  house, 
he  is  as  much  liable  for  the  injury  as 
tliough  he  permitted  them  to  erect  some 
frightful  or  dangerous  object  near  the 
highway  which  would  frighten  parsing 
teams ;  and  in  such  case  he  cannot  screen 
himself  by  saying  that  he  did  not  in 
words  order  the  erection  to  be  made." 

The  case  of  Betdy  v.  Reding ^  16  Me. 
36S,  may  be  profitably  consulted  in  this 
connection.  In  this  case  the  minor  sons 
of  the  defendant,  being  at  the  same  dme 
members  of  his  family,  with  the  defend- 
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ut'g  team  hauled  away  the  plaintiflfa 
wood.  "This  (the  ooart  say)  coald 
hardly  hare  hccn  done  without  the  de- 
fendant's knowledge,  if  it  had  not  his 
approbation.  It  was  his  duty  to  ha^e  re- 
itrained  them  from  trespassing  on  his 
neighbor's  property.  Qui  rum  prohibit 
atm  prohibere  postit,  jubet.  And  the 
maxim  may  be  applied  with  great  pro- 
prietjto  minor  children  residing  with 
and  under  the  control  of  their  father.'* 
Sec,  also,  Dunks  r.  6rrey,  S  Fed.  Rep. 
862,  864  ;  also,  Morgan  t.  Thomas,  8 
Exch.  304,  where  the  above  maxim  is 
quoted  with  approval  by  Pabke,  B. 

If  the  above  cases  are  correct,  the 
principal  case  can  hardly  be  supported. 
The  only  way  in  which  it  can  be  distin- 
gnished,  as  it  seems  to  us,  is  on  the  ground 
that  the  neglect  of  the  parent  was  not  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  damage  sustained 
bj  plaintiff;  but  this  distinction  seems 
illuory.  Although  the  damage  was  not 


perhaps  a  necessary  consequence  of  the 
defendant's  negligence,  it  was  a  natural 
consequence  and  one  that  any  prudent 
man  ought  to  have  foreseen.  If  we  con- 
cede the  above  maxim  to  be  a  correct 
statement  of  a  legal  principle  ;  if  it  was 
the  parent's  duty  to  withhold  from  his 
infant  son  so  dangerous  a  weapon,  as 
would  seem  to  be  clear  upon  common- 
sense  principles  as  well  as  established  by 
the  authorities  above  cited,  then  the  con 
elusion  seems  obvious  that  he  is  respon- 
sible for  the  natural  consequences  of  his 
omission  to  perform  this  duty.  On  prin- 
ciples of  policy  as  well  as  upon  legal 
principle,  it  would  seem  that  the  father 
ought  to  have  been  held  to  respond  in 
damages  in  the  principal  case.  Still  the 
question  is  not  free  from  difficulty,  and 
perhaps  it  may  finally  be  settled  adversely 
to  the  opinion  here  expressed. 

Marshall  D.  Ewkll. 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  Missouri. 
ASKEW  ©.  LA  CYGNE  EXCHANGE  BANK  kt  al. 

A  volnntary  bona  fids  assignment  of  personal  property,  wherever  situated,  passes 
it  to  the  assignee  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  will  have  priority  over  subse- 
quent lienors,  provided  it  is  not  in  conflict  with  some  positive  or  customary  law  of 
the  state  where  the  property  may  be  located. 

The  L.  bank  of  the  state  of  Kansas  made  an  assignment  in  that  state  for  the  ben- 
efit of  its  creditors  of  all  of  its  personal  property  to  J.  E.  M.,  a  resident  of  the 
same  state,  including  a  debt  due  to  L.  bank  from  M.  bank  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
payable  in  the  latter  state.  The  assignment  conformed  with  the  laws  of  Kansas, 
and  would  have  been  valid  had  it  been  executed  in  Missouri — the  assignment  laws 
of  the  two  states  being  substantially  the  same.  H.  A.,  a  creditor  of  L.  bank,  and 
a  citizen  of  Missouri,  instituted  an  attachment  suit  against  L.  bank  in  the  courts  of 
the  latter  state,  and  gamisheed  this  debt  in  the  hands  of  the  M.  bank.  J.  E.M., 
the  assignee  of  the  L.  hank,  interposed  an  interplea,  claiming  to  be  tlie  owner  of 
the  debt.  Held,  that  as  between  the  attaching  creditor  and  the  assignee,  the  title 
of  the  latter  would  prevail. 

Thb  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

EwiNG,  Commissioner. — The  appellant,  on  the  27th  of  February 
1880,  brought  this  suit  against  the  La  Gygne  Bank,  a  banking  cor- 
poration created  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  there- 
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tofore  doing  business  as  such  at  La  Gjgne  in  that  state.  The  suit 
was  by  attachment,  and  notice  of  garnishment  was  on  the  same  daj 
served  on  the  Merchants'  National  Bank  of  Kansas  City,  as 
garnishee. 

In  due  time  the  garnishee  answered,  stating  that  at  the  time  the 
notice  was  served,  it  had  in  its  possession  the  notes  of  several  par- 
ties which  had  been  placed  in  its  hands  by  the  Kansas  bank  as 
collateral  security  for  a  debt  owing  by  the  latter  to  the  garnishee. 

After  this  answer  was  filed  the  respondent,  Moore,  as  assignee 
of  the  Kansas  bank,  filed  his  interplea  claiming  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  notes,  subject  only  to  the  lien  of  the  pledge  mentioned  in 
the  garnishee's  answer. 

The  appellants  answered  to  the  interplea  denying  the  claim  set 
up. 

The  garnishee's  answer  was  taken  as  true  by  all  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  the  contest  between  the  appellants  and  respondent  was 
over  the  surplus  which  it  was  supposed  would  remain  in  the  hands 
of  the  garnishee  after  the  payment  of  the  debt  due  to  it. 

The  issue  between  the  interpleader  and  appellants  was  tried  by 
the  court,  without  a  jury,  upon  the  facts  as  agreed  upon  by  the 
parties,  and  which  were  substantially  as  follows :  The  La  Cygne 
Exchange  Bank  was  a  banking  corporation  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  had  been  doing  business  as  such 
at  La  Cygne,  in  the  county  of  Miami,  in  said  state,  since  the  year 
1876.  At  noon,  on  February  25th  1880,  the  bank  made  an 
assignment  of  all  its  property  and  efiects  for  the  benefit  of  all  its 
creditors.  This  assignment  was  made  in  conformity  with  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Kansas  upon  that  subject.  Immediately  upon  the 
making  of  the  assignment  the  assignee  took  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty and  efiects.  The  interpleader  is  the  assignee,  and  under- 
took the  execution  of  his  trust,  and  all  the  proceedings  of  the 
assignee  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  assignment  had  been 
in  strict  conformity  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas.  The  pro- 
perty attached  in  the  garnishee's  hands  had  been  pledged  to  the 
garnishee  bank  by  the  debtor  bank  long  before  the  assignment,  as 
collateral  security  for  certain  debts  due  by  the  latter  to  the  for- 
mer. The  appellants  were  residents  and  citizens  of  Missouri ;  the 
garnishee  bank  was  located  in  Missouri,  and  the  debt  payable  in 
Missouri. 

The  laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas  governing  assignments  for  the 
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benefit  of  creditors  were  made  part  of  the  case,  and  were  in  all 
material  matters  substantially  the  same  as  those  of  Missouri  upon 
the  same  subject. 

The  court  refused  to  declare  the  law  to  be  that  upon  the  plead- 
ings and  evidence  the  interpleader  could  not  recover,  and  made  its 
finding  for  the  assignee  (the  interpleader),  and  rendered  judgment 
accordingly. 

The  attaching  creditors  took  this  appeal. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  precise  legal  proposition  we  have  to 
decide  is  this:  Does  a  voluntary  assignment,  for  the  benefit  of  all 
the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  made  in  the  state  of  Kansas,  of  a  debt 
dne  from  a  citizen  and  resident  of  this  state  to  the  assignor,  a 
resident  of  Kansas,  pass  the  debt  to  the  assignee  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment,  so  as  to  defeat  a  subsequent  attaching  creditor  of  the 
assignor  in  this  state,  whose  attachment  is  issued  and  the  debtor 
of  the  assignor  garnished,  after  the  making  of  the  assignment. 

There  has  been  much  discussion  of  questions  similar  to  this,  but 
it  ¥ill  neither  be  necessary  or  profitable  to  undertake  a  thorough 
review  of  the  conflicting  adjudications. 

The  case  of  Bryan  v.  Brisbin^  26  Mo.  428,  is  similar  to  the  one 
at  bar,  with  the  important  exception  that  in  that  case  the  deed 
of  assignment  was  in  conflict  with  the  laws  of  Missouri  and  could 
not  have  been  enforced  here ;  while  it  is  admitted  that  the  assign- 
ment in  the  case  at  bar  would  be  valid  in  Missouri. 

In  Einer  v.  Besle^  32  Mo.  240,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were 
both  residents  of  Louisiana.  The  defendant  was  insolvent  and  had 
mstitnted  proceedings  for  discharge  under  the  insolvent  laws 
of  Louisiana.  The  plaintiff,  by  a  suit  of  attachment  in  this  state, 
wnght  to  obtain  priority  of  the  other  creditors.  After  a  somewhat 
exhaustive  review  of  the  authorities.  Judge  Bay  held  that  the 
assignment  was  good  as  against  this  attaching  creditor.  The  same 
qaestion  was  similarly  decided  by  this  court  in  Thurston  v.  Rosen- 
M  42  Mo.  474. 

In  Ockerman  v.  Oo«s,  64  N.  T.  29,  it  is  held  that  a  voluntary 
assignment  by  a  debtor  residing  in.  another  state,  valid  by  the  laws 
of  that  state,  and  not  in  conflict  with  any  law  of  New  York, 
operates  as  an  assignment  of  the  debtor's  property  in  New  York, 
and  the  assignees  can  hold  the  same  against  attaching  creditors 
of  the  debtor.    See,  also,  to  the  same  effect,  40  Barb.  465. 

In  Speed  v.  May,  17  Penn.  St.  91,  it  was  held  that  "  a  voluntary 
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assignment  made  by  the  owner  in  Maryland,  who  resided  there, 
passed  property  in  Pennsylvania  to  the  assignee  as  against  an 
attachment  subsequent  to  the  assignment.*' 

The  same  question  is  similarly  decided  in  Hanford  v.  PamCy  82 
Vt.  442 ;  GcOewood  v.  WJiiOock,  9  Fla.  86 ;  Miller  v.  Kamghan, 
56  Ga.  155 ;  Gregg  v.  Sloan,  76  Va.  497 ;  Law  v.  MUls,  18  Penn. 
St.  185;  Johnson  v.  Sharp,  31  Ohio  St.  611;  May  v.  Wantie- 
machery  111  Mass.  202 ;  Caskie  v.  Webster,  2  Wall.  131. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  discussing  the  question  (Story  on  Conflict 
of  Laws,  sect.  411)  says :  There  is  a  marked  distinction  between 
a  voluntary  conveyance  by  the  owner,  and  a  conveyance  by  mere 
operation  of  law,  in  cases  of  bankruptcy,  in  invitum.  *  ♦  *  In 
place  of  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  the  owner,  all  that  the  legisla- 
ture of  a  country  can  do,  when  justice  requires  it,  is  to  assume  the 
disposition  of  his  property  in  invitum.  But  a  statutable  convey- 
ance, made  under  the  authority  of  any  legislature,  cannot  operate 
on  any  property  except  that  which  is  in  its  own  territory.  This 
makes  a  solid  distinction  between  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  the 
owner,  and  an  involuntary  legal  conveyance  by  the  mere  authority 
of  law.  The  former  has  no  relation  to  place,  the  latter  on  the 
contrary  has  the  strictest  relation  to  place."  And  he  concludes  by 
saying :  It  is,  therefore,  admitted  that  a  voluntary  assignment  by 
a  party,  according  to  the  law  of  his  domicile,  will  pass  his  personal 
estate,  whatever  may  be  its  locality,  abroad  as  well  as  at  home. 
But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  same  rule  should  govern  in 
cases  of  assignment  by  operation  of  law.'*  See  note  2  to  this 
section.  Such  an  assignment  would,  if  valid  when  made,  be  upheld 
in  the  state  where  the  property  is  found,  unless  its  operation  is 
limited  or  restrained  by  some  law  or  policy  of  the  latter :  Havford 
V.  Paine,  supra;  Ockerman  v.  Gross,  supra.  Burrill  on  Assign- 
ments, sects.  302  and  309,  maintains  the  same  general  doctrine. 

A  contrary  doctrine  seems  to  prevail,  according  to  some  authori- 
ties cited  by  the  appellant.  One  is  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Parker, 
67  Ky.  149,  but  that  is  virtually  overruled  by  a  much  later  decision 
(1«84)  in  Atherton  v.  Evers  et  al,,  20  Fed.  Rep.  894,  where  the 
general  rule  as  referred  to  is  maintained. 

H'O  also  refers  to  other  cases  seemingly  irreconcilable.  But, 
notwithstanding,  we  think  it  may  be  assumed  from  the  weight 
of  authority  that  the  true  rule  is,  that  involuntary  assignments  by 
■operatioA  of  law  do  not  operate  beyond  the  territory  of  the  state 
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under  the  laws  of  which  such  compulsory  assignment  may  be  made ; 
but  that  voluntaryy  bona  fide  assignments  of  personal  property, 
wherever  situated,  pass  it  to  the  assignee  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment,  and  will  have  priority  over  subsequent  leinors,  provided 
it  is  not  in  conflict  with  some  positive  or  customary  law  of  the  state 
where  the  property  may  be  located. 

It  is  admitted  in  this  case  that  the  assignment  laws  of  Kansas 
and  Missouri  are  substantially  similar,  and  that  the  assignment  under 
consideration  would  be  valid  if  made  in  this  state. 

It  also  appears  that  the  attaching  creditor  can  claim  no  preference 
over  the  general  creditors  in  point  of  merit 

We  must  therefore  hold  that  the  assignee  will  take  the  property 
in  preference  to  the  attaching  creditor,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
law  nor  inter-state  comity  which  would  justify  the  courts  of  this 
Btate  in  holding  otherwise. 

The  judgment  below  is  therefore  affirmed.    All  concur. 

Hough,  C.  J. — Adopted  as  the  opinion  of  the  court  and  judg- 
ment will  be  entered  accordingly. 


Where  the  question  inrolired  in  the 
principal  case  has  presented  itself,  oonrts 
bare  adopted  many  conflicting  andirre-, 
ooncilable  theories  as  to  the  principles 
which  should  govern  their  decisions. 
Kany  have  held  to  the  notion  that  in  eUl 
casts  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  owner, 
la  doadcUiij  shoald  control  the  disposi- 
tion of  all  personal  property,  whether 
corporeal  movables  or  choses  in  action, 
while  others  have  maintained  that  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  property  is  actu- 
ally sitoated,  lex  rei  sUus^  determined  its 
transfer. 

The  rule  that  the  law  of  the  forum, 
Uxfmy  is  the  test  of  its  validity,  has 
heen  adopted  in  numerous  cases.  And 
in  cases  of  debt  another  theory  has  been 
advanced,  that  is,  that  the  law  of  the 
place  of  payment  is  the  criterion,  because 
titat  is  where  the  debt  will  ultimately  go. 
See  Wharton  on  Conflict  of  Laws  (2d 
^•)>  I  959  et  ieq, ;  Story  on  Conflict  of 
Uws  (8th  ed.),  I  et  seq.  885  . ;  BurriU 
on  Assignments  (4th ed.)*  {  301  et  seq. 

As  a  general  rule,  personal  property 


has  no  locality,  no  sUub,  but  follows  the 
person  of  the  owner.  It  is,  therefore, 
governed  in  its  transfer  or  disposition  by 
the  law  of  the  domicile  of  its  owner,  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  the  transfer  is 
made,  without  regard  to  the  locality 
where  it  may  be  actually  situated,  so  that 
if  a  sale  be  valid  where  made,  it  is  valid 
everywhere.  1  Kames*s  £q.,  p.  855,  c. 
8,  s.  3  ;  Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws  (8th 
ed.),  p.  546.  Though  this  is  not  a  uni- 
versal rule,  but  subject  to  certain  well- 
founded  exceptions.  The  question  de- 
pends largely  upon  the  manner  of  the 
transfer,  the  nature  of  the  property  and 
the  effect  upon  the  rights  of  citizens  in 
the  place  where  the  property  is  situated. 
One  exception  to  the  rule  is,  that  an 
assignment  is  not  valid  of  property  in 
another  state,  as  against  citizens  of  that 
state,  if  it  is  repugnant  to  the  policy  or 
positive  institutions  of  such  other  state. 
This  exception  rests  on  the  ground  that 
there  is  no  comity  which  requires  a  state 
to  enforce  transfers  which  are  detrimental 
to  her  own  citizens.  The  cases  generally 
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sustain  this  exception,  yet,  as  will  be 
seen,  a  few  repudiate  it,  because  of  the 
narrow  and  illiberal  policy  which  it  is 
supposed  supports  it.  2  Kent  Com.  455. 
Caskie  t.  Webster,  2  Wall.  Jr.  131,  does 
not  sustain  the  exception.    This  case 
states  the  law  to  be,  that  the  legal  situs 
of  movables  follows  the  domicile  of  the 
owner,  and  that  the  law  of  the  actual 
situs  protects  the  claims  of  creditors  domi- 
ciled there  only  against  transfers  by 
operation  of  law.    In  Cash'e  t.  Webster, 
the  assignment  was  made  in  Virginia,  by 
a  citizen  of  that  state.    The  transfer  was 
good  by  the  laws  of  Virginia,  and  included 
a  debt  as  one  item  of  his  property  due  to 
the  assignor  from  a  citizen  of  Pennsyl- 
vania.   Tested  by  the  laws  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, the   assignment    was  invalid. 
Before  the  assignee  could  collect  this 
debt,  a  Pennsylvania  creditor  of  the 
assignor  attached  it.    It  was  held  that 
the  assignment  effectually  transferred  the 
debt  to  the  assignee.  Grieb,  J., in  giving 
the  opinion,  said :    A  debt  is  a  mere  in- 
corporeal right.    It  has  no  situs,  and  fol- 
lows the  person  of  the  creditor.    A  vol- 
untary assignment  of  it  by  the  creditor, 
which  is  valid  by  the  laws  of  his  domicile, 
*  *  *  will  operate  as  a  transfer  of 
the  debt,  which  should  be  regarded 
in  all  places.    In  America,  bankrupt  or 
insolvent  assignments  by  operation  of 
law,  have  not  been  considered  as  subject 
to  this  rule.    But  I  know  of  no  other 
established  exception  to  the  general  rule, 
that  a  transfer  of  personal  property, 
valid  by  the  laws  of  the  owner's  domi- 
cile, is  valid  everywhere.    I  know  there 
are  some  cases  to  be  found  in  wliich  the 
courts  of  some  states  of  this  union  have 
decided  that  a  voluntary  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  valid  by  the  laws 
of  the  creditor's  domicile,  will  be  dis- 
regarded where  it  is  prejudicial  to  the 
interests  of  the  attaching  creditors  in 
other  states,  or  invalid  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  where  the  debt  or  the  property 
is  attached.'* 

Speed  V.  May,  17  Penn.   St.  91, 


is  likewise  against  sustaining  the  ex- 
ception.   The  assignment  was  volnn- 
tary,  and  made  in  Maryland,  by  a 
citizen  of  Maryland,  and   good  by 
the  laws  of  that  state.    It  included 
a  debt  due  from  a  citizen  of  Penn- 
sylvania to  the  assignor.    This  debt 
was  attached  by  a  Pennsylvania  cred- 
itor of  the  assignor  before  the  assignee 
got  po8ses<>ion  of  it.    GiBSoir,  0.  J., 
who  gave  the  opinion,  said :  The 
legal  situs  follows  the  domicile  of  the 
owner,  and  the  law  of  the  actual  situs 
protects  the  claims  of  domiciled  cred- 
itors there  only  against  transfer  by 
operation  of  law.  ♦  *  *  Granting,  for 
the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  actaal 
situs  of  the  debt  in  question  was  in 
Pennsylvania,  the  voluntary  assignment 
of  it  in  Maryland,  by  the  owner  of  it, 
vested  it  in  the  trustees  there  against 
their  creditors  here.    The  assignment 
was  as  operative  to  transfer  the  pro- 
perty in  Uie  first  instance,  as  it  would 
have  been  had  it  been  executed  by  a 
citizen  of  Pennsylvania."    In  answer 
to  the  objection  that  the  assignment 
should  not  be  sustained  because  it  did 
not  conform  to  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania, 
the  chief  justice  observed  :  "  The  legal 
presumption  is,  that  it  was  intended  to 
be  performed  at  the  place  where  it  was 
made  ;  and,  as  there  is  nothing  to  rebat 
it,  the  law  of  the  contract  is  the  law  of 
the  place  of  its  origin.  ♦  *  *  Tl»e  lex 
loci  contractus  determines  the  validity  of 
the  contract ;  the  lex  fori  controls  the 
remedy.'*    See  Law  v.  Mills,  18  Penn. 
St.  185.    From  the  language  of  the 
court  in  the  preceding  decisions  it  will 
be  seen  that  the  rule  declared  is,  that 
the  legal  situs  of  personal  property  fol- 
lows the  domicile  of  the  owner,  and 
determines  the  validity  of  the  assign- 
ment, except  where  the  transfer  is  made 
by  operation  of  law.    Nor  do  these  de- 
cisions rest  upon  the  distinction  between 
mere  choses  in  action  and  corporeal 
movables^  as  claimed  in  Guillander  v. 
Howell,  85  N.  Y.  675.    But  if  the  for- 


ASKEW  V.  LA  CTONE  EXCHANGE  BANK  it  al. 


405 


eign  tMigomeiit  is  repagrnant  to  the  leg- 
ifilatioii  of  the  state  where  the  property 
is  situated  it  will  not  be  snstained : 
Philvm  T.  Bamea^  50  Fenn.  8t.  230. 
Id  this  ease  the  aasignment  was  made  in 
Marjland,  and  included  a  debt  due  from 
a  resident  of  Pennsjlrania  to  the  as- 
signor. The  debt  was  attached  before 
the  assignee  got  possession  of  it.  The 
statute  of  Pennsjiv^ania  required  such 
assignments  to  be  recorded  and  notice  to 
be  given.  This  was  not  done.  The 
court  held  as  the  assignment  contrayened 
the  policy  of  the  statute  it  could  not  be 
sustained  against  an  attachment  of  one 
of  its  own  citixens.  There  seems  to  be 
no  conflict  in  the  cases  on  this  proposition . 
If  a  foreign  assignment,  though  yalid, 
in  the  owner's  domicile  where  made,  of 
either  corporeal  movables  or  choses  in  ac- 
tion, is  repugnant  to  the  positive  legisla- 
tion of  the  state  where  the  property  is 
situated,  there  is  no  good  reason  why  it 
should  be  sustained,  if  it  is  prejudicial  to 
the  interests  of  citizens  of  the  latter  state. 
To  uphold  it  would  be  to  ignore  the  pub- 
Uc  policy  of  the  state  as  evinced  by  the 
legislature.  Mr.  Jui^tice  Poster  clearly 
states  the  reasons  for  this  rule  in  the 
leading  case  of  Oliver  v.  Townetf  2  Mart. 
N.  S.  (La.)  93,  102.  See,  further  Norris 
V.  Mwnfnrd,  4  Mart.  O.  S.  20  ;  Durnford 
V.  Brooki,  3  Id.  222,  225  ;  Banuey  v. 
Stevnson,  5  Id.  23  ;  fhk  v.  Chandler^ 
7  Id.  24.  Mr-  Justice  Stort,  in  refer- 
ring to  this  principle,  says  that  no  one 
can  seriously  doubt  that  it  is  competent 
for  any  state  to  adopt  such  a  rule  in  its 
own  legislation,  since  it  has  perfect  juris- 
diction over  all  property,  personal  as  well 
as  real,  within  its  own  territorial  limits. 
Nor  can  sach  a  rule,  made  for  the 
benefit  of  innocent  purchasers  and  cred- 
itors, be  deemed  justly  open  to  the 
reproach  of  being  founded  in  a  narrow 
or  selfish  policy.  **  But  how  far,"  con- 
tinued Judge  Story,  "any  court  of 
jostioe  ought,  upon  its  own  general  au- 
thority, to  impose  such  a  limitation, 
independently  of  positive  legislation^  has 


been  thought  to  admit  of  more  serious 
question,  since  the  doctrine  which  it  un- 
folds aims  a  direct  blow  at  the  soundness 
of  the  policy  on  which  the  general  rule 
that  personal  property  has  no  locality,  is 
itself  founded  Story  on  Confl.  of  Laws 
(8th  ed.),  {  390.  See  section  380  of 
Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws,  where  Lord 
LouGHBOKOUOH  is  quoted  as  saying: 
"It  is  a  clear  proposition,  not  only  of 
the  law  of  England,  but  of  every  coun- 
try in  the  world  where  law  has  the  sem- 
blance of  science,  that  personal  property 
has  no  locality ;  the  meanrag  of  that  is, 
not  that  personal  property  has  no  visible 
locality,  but  that  it  is  subject  to  that  law 
which  governs  the  person  of  the  owner. 
With  respect  to  the  disposition  of  it,  with 
respect  to  the  transmission  of  it,  either 
by  succession  or  by  the  act  of  the  party, 
it  follows  the  law  of  the  person.*'  See 
Freke  v.  Carbery,  L.  R.,  16  Eq.  466, 
where  Lord  Selbornb  declares  that  the 
above  passage  is  simply  a  translation 
into  English  of  the  maxim  mobilia  se- 
quuntur  personam.  Lord  C.  J.  Abbott's 
views  seem  to  accord  fully  with  those  of 
Lord  Loughborough,  as  above  given, 
for  he  says :  *  *  Personal  property  has  no 
locality,  and  even  with  respect  to  that, 
it  is  not  correct  t<f  say  that  the  law  of 
England  gives  way  to  the  law  of  a  for- 
eign country,  but  that  it  is  a  part  of  the 
law  of  England  that  personal  property 
should  be  distributed  according  to  the 
jus  domicilii:^*  Birthwhistle  v.  Vardill, 
5  B.  &  C.  438,  451  ;  B.  0.  9  Bligh 
32-88;  2  CI.  &  F.  571.  For  further 
authority  on  the  general  proposition,  see 
Story  on  Conflict  of  Laws  (8th  ed.), 
2  380  €t  seq.y  and  notes. 

But  whatever  may  be  urged  against 
the  soundness  of  the  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  it  has  been  admitted,  in 
terms,  by  so  many  jurists,  that  its  exist- 
ence as  part  of  the  law  cannot  well  be 
denied.  The  states  adhere  to  the  prin- 
ciple for  the  purpose  of  protecting  their 
own  citizens  ;  it  is  never  invoked  for 
the  benefit  of  citizens  of  other  states. 
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And  whether  the  conflict  is  with  a  statu- 
tory enactment,  or  contravenes  the  pub- 
lic policy  as  reflected  by  the  judiciary, 
it  is  not  easy  to  perceive  a  distinc- 
tion. 

Chief  Justice  Rbdfiild,  in  Hanford 
y.  Paine,  32  Vt.  442,  admitted  the  gen- 
eral rule  to  be  that,  if  good,  according 
to  the  laws  of  the  owner's  domicile,  they 
will  have  the  effect  to  pass  all  the  per- 
sonal property  of  the  assignor  wherever 
situated,  "unless  their  operation  is  lim- 
ited or  restrained  by  some  local  law  or 
policy  of  the  state  where  the  same  is 
situated.*'  See  RkhmondvilU  Mfg.  Co, 
v.  Prall,  9  Conn.  487  ;  Sanderson  t. 
Bradford^  10  N.  H.  260  ;  Atwood  T. 
Protection  Ins,  Co.,  14  Conn.  555. 

The  Massachusetts  courts  have,  in 
many  instances,  repudiated  the  notion 
of  giving  effect  to  such  assignments 
where  they  operate  against  their  local 
legislation,  or  to  defeat  attachments 
made  by  their  own  citizens :  Zipcey 
Thompson,  1  Gray  243  ;  Carter  t.  Sib- 
ley, 4  Met.  298 ;  Edwards  v.  Mitchell, 
1  Gray  239 ;  Ingraham  r.  Geyer,  18 
Mass.  146.  This  case  was  followed  in 
Fox  V.  Adams,  5  Greenleaf  (Me.)  245  ; 
Means  v.  Hapgood,  19  Pick.  107.  But 
Chief  Justice  Shaw^  in  giving  the  opin- 
ion in  the  last  case  referred  to,  {Fox  v. 
Adams,  supra),  thus:  "This  case  has 
been  repeatedly  doubted  in  this  state." 
See  further,  Taylor  v.  Columbia  Ins, 
Co,,  14  Allen  (Mass.)  353  ;  Osbom  v. 
Adams,  18  Pick.  245  ;  Fall  River  Iron 
Works  v.  Croade,  15  Id.  11  ;  Bradford 
T.  Tappan,  11  Id.  76  ;  Ward  t.  Lamson, 
6  Id.  358;  Swan  v.  Crafts^  124  Mass. 
453 ;  May  t.  Wannemacher,  111  Id. 
202.  In  Pierce  v.  O'Brien,  129  Mass. 
314,  Colt,  J.,  said :  "  An  assignment 
made  by  the  debtor  himself  in  another 
state,  which,  if  made  here,  would  be  set 
aside  for  want  of  consideration,  will  not 
be  sustained  against  an  attachment  by  a 
Massachusetts  creditor,  although  valid 
in  the  place  where  made.  There  is  no 
eomity  which  requires  us  to  give  force  to 


laws  of  another  state  which  directly  con- 
flict with  the  laws  of  our  own,  or  to 
allow  to  the  act  of  the  debtor  resident  in 
another  state  an  efiect  in  disposing  of  his 
property,  as  against  his  creditors  here, 
which  it  would  not  have  if  he  lived  in 
Massachusetts."  See  further,  Andrews 
T.  Uerriot,  4  Cow.  510  ;  LeRoy  r.Crowih 
inshield,  2  Mason  157  ;  Bishop  v.  Bd- 
comb,  10  Conn.  444  ;  2  Kent's  Com. 
407  et  seq, ;  Sill  v.  Worswick,  1  Hen. 
Bl.  693 ;  Philips  v.  Hunter,  2  Id.  405 ; 
Lemmon  v.  People,  20  N.  T.  602; 
Hoyt  V.  Thompson,  19  Id.  226;  People 
V.  Com,  of  Taxes,  23  Id.  224  ;  Edgerljf 
T.  Bush,  81  Id.  199,  206. 

Freen  v.  Van  Buskirk,  7  Wall.  (74 
U.  S.)  139,  is  an  interesting  case.  The 
facts  were:  A  citizen  of  New  York 
being  indebted  to  B.,  a  citizen  of  the 
same  state,  mortgaged  certain  pentonal 
chattels  which  he  had  in  Illinois  to  B. 
Two  days  after,  and  before  the  mo^^ 
gage  could  be  recorded  in  Illinois,  or 
the  property  delivered,  both  being 
necessary  by  the  law  of  Illinois  (thoogh 
not  by  the  laws  of  New  York),  to 
the  validity  of  the  mortgage,  C,  to  whom 
A.  was  also  indebted,  and  who  was  slw 
a  citizen  of  New  York,  attached  the  pro- 
perty which  A.  had  mortgaged  to  B.  in 
the  state  of  Illinois.  B.  then  broaght 
suit  in  New  York  against  C.  for  con- 
verting the  chattel.  C.  pleaded  in  bar 
the  proceedings  in  attachment  in  Illinois. 
The  New  York  courts  held  that  the 
question  whether  B.  had  property  in  the 
chattels  on  the  day  of  attachment  was  to 
be  determined  by  the  law  of  the  domicile 
of  the  parties,  and  as  by  the  New  York 
laws  B.  took  title  to  the  property  the  mo- 
ment the  mortgage  was  executed,  the 
attachment  in  Illinois  was  not  a  bar. 
The  United  States  Supreme  Court  re- 
versed this  decision,  and  held  that  the 
laws  of  Illinois  governed  as  to  B.'s  pro- 
perty in  the  chattels  on  the  day  of  the 
attachment.  This  case  is  reaffirmed  in 
Hervey  v.  R,  L  Locomotive  Works,  98 
U.  S.  (3  Otto)  664  ;  see  Clark  v.  Tar- 
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58N.  H.88;  Ikumer  r.  Brewer , 
Ala.  191. 

In  Vamum  t.  Camp,  1  Green  (N.  J.) 
326,  it  wM  held  that  a  general  asfi^j^n- 
ment,  nude  in  a  foreign  jariBdiction  by 
ft  debtor  in  faror  of  his  creditors,  was 
Dot  valid  80  as  to  pass  title  to  the  per- 
sonal effects  of  the  debtor  situated  within 
tbe  state  of  New  Jersey  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  assignor,  if  it  contravened 
the  essential  provisions  of  the  statnte  of 
New  Jersey  regulating;  such  assignments. 
The  fact  that  the  transfer  was  ralid  by 
the  laws  of  debtor's  domicile  would  not 
render  effectual  property  subject  to  New 
Jersey  laws.  This  case  was  affirmed  in 
M(»rei.  BomuJi,  31  N.  J.  L.  (2  Vroom) 
90,  94.  In  Bentiey  v.  Wkittemare^  19 
N.  J.  £q.  462,  the  Chief  Justice,  in 
commenting  on  Vamum  Comp^  supra, 
laid :  The  ground  of  decision  in  that 
case  was,  that  we  had  established  in  this 
state  a  local  policy  under  which  our  citi- 
zens had  a  right  to  be  protected.  It  was 
admitted  that,  as  a  general  rule,  a  trans- 
fer of  property  valid  where  made,  would 
be  effectual  everywhere  ;  but  it  was  also 
deemed  equally  clear  that  the  recognised 
exception  to  tbe  rule  was  that  it  was  not 
to  be  enforced  to  the  manifest  injury  of 
oar  own  citizens.  A  state  cannot  be  re- 
qnired,  thus  it  was  argued,  by  any  of 
the  obligations  of  comity,  to  give  up  it, 
own  system,  and  substitute  in  lieu  of  its 
sny  part  of  the  social  arrangement  of  a 
foreign  jurisdiction.  This  limitation,  as 
weU  as  the  rule  itself,  is  firmly  estab- 
lished as  a  part  of  our  international 
law." 

Mr.  Justice  ConBiir,  in  Andrewi  v. 
HerHot,  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  510,  admitted 
the  general  mle  to  be  that  the  lex  loci 
cofirractM  governed,  but  *^with  the  ex- 
ception of  cases  in  which  the  contract  is 
immoral  or  unjust,  or  in  which  the  enforc- 
ing it  in  a  state  would  be  injurious  to  the 
nghts,  the  interests  or  convenience  of 
nch  state  or  citizens." 

In  Bryan  v.  Brubin,  26  Mo.  423,  the 
ttngnment  was  made  in  Minnesota,  and 


made  preferences,  and  was  valid  by 
Minnesota  laws,  but  snch  preferences 
were  invalid  by  laws  of  Missouri.  It 
was  held  that  this  assignment  would  not 
operate  against  an  attaching  resident 
creditor  of  the  assignor  in  the  Missouri 
courts.  The  court  said  :  We  are  asked 
to  enforce  an  assignment,  which  could 
not  be  made  and  enforced  if  made  in  this 
state,  as  it  must  and  will  be  by  the  laws 
of  Minnesota,  in  opposition  to  the  claims 
of  a  creditor  resident  here,  who  has 
attached  the  property  previous  to  any 
notice  of  assignment.  It  is  not  under- 
stood that  comity  requires  a  court  to 
enforce  a  contract  valid  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is 
made,  if  such  enforcement  would  be  at- 
tended with  manifest  injustice  to  tbe 
claims  of  the  citizens  of  the  county 
where  the  property  is  located  and  where 
the  claim  is  asserted.  Justice  must  not 
be  sacrificed  to  courtesy.  It  is  very  ob- 
vious that  if  we  hold  the  assignment  to 
prevail  over  the  attachment,  we  make  a 
discrimination  against  our  own  citizens. 
*  *  *  There  is  no  principle  of  comity 
which  requires  us  to  go  this  far."  See 
Brown  v.  Knox,  6  Mo.  302,  306 ; 
Johnson  V.  Parker,  4  Bush  (Ky.)  149. 

Mr.  Justice  Vavis,  in  Green  v.  Van 
Buskirk,  38  How.  Pr.  60,  truly  stated 
the  doctrine  of  the  weight  of  authority, 
when  he  said  that  there  is  no  absolute 
right  to  have  such  transfers  respected, 
that  it  is  only  on  principles  of  comity 
that  it  is  allowed  ;  **and  this  principle 
of  comity,"  remarked  he,  **  always 
yields  when  the  laws  and  policy  of  the 
state  where  tbe  property  is  located  have 
prescribed  a  different  rule  of  transfer 
from  that  of  the  state  where  the  owner 
lives." 

In  referring  to  Judge  Story's  state- 
ment that  personal  property  is  gov- 
erned by  the  law  of  domicile,  Sarobnt, 
J.,  in  Dunlap  v.  Rogers,  47  N.  H.  287, 
observed:  **But  whatever  weight  the 
English  or  early  New  York  authorities 
might  otherwise  have  been  entitled  to, 
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the  great  weight  of  American  authoritj 
is  now  the  other  way;  and  it  may  be 
considered  as  part  of  the  settled  juris- 
prudence of  this  country,  that  personal 
property,  as  against  creditora^  has  lo- 
cality, and  the  iex  loci  ret  sitae  prevails 
over  the  law  of  the  domicile  with  regard 
to  the  rule  of  preferences  in  the  case  of 
insolvent  estates.  The  laws  of  other 
governments  have  no  force  beyond  their 
territorial  limits;  and  if  permitted  to 
operate  in  other  states  it  is  upon  princi- 
ples of  comity,  and  only  when  neither  the 
state  nor  its  citizens  would  suffer  any 
inconvenience  from  the  application  of 
the  foreign  law." 

Distinction  between  Debts  and  Mov- 
ables,— There  has  been  a  distinction 
taken  in  some  cases  as  to  the  situs  be- 
tween debts  and  movables — the  latter 
being  capable  of  having  a  situs  not  the 
former — as  they  follow  the  domicile  of 
the  owner :  People  v.  Com,  of  Texas^ 
23  N.  Y.  224.  Mr.  Justice  Peckham, 
in  GuUlander  v.  Howell,  35  N.  Y.  657, 
said  Speed  v.  J/ay,  supra,  and  Caskie  t. 
Webster,  supra,  were  sound  law,  be- 
cause of  this  distinction.  But,  as  above 
observed,  neither  of  those  cases  were  put 
upon  this  distinction,  but  upon  the  sim- 
ple principle  that  a  voluntary  assign- 
ment of  movables,  valid  where  made,  is 
valid  everywhere.  Yet  in  both  those 
cases  the  items  in  controversy  were 
debts.  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  the 
case  supra,  in  .speaking  of  this  distinction, 
said :  A  chose  in  action  cannot  be 
surely  said  to  have  any  actual  situs  in 
the  place  where  the  debtor  resides.  As 
a  general  principle  it  is  payable  at  the 
residence  of  the  creditor  if  not  otherwise 
expressed,  and  a  tender  to  be  good  must 
be  made  to  the  creditor.  There  would 
seem,  therefore,  to  be  no  sound  basis  for 
the  debtor's  state  to  legislate  exclusively 
as  to  the  legality  of  the  transfer  of  that 
debt  made  by  a  foreign  creditor.  In 
such  cases,  as  in  all  others  where  the  pro- 
perty transferred  does  not  actually  lie 
within  tlie  jurisdiction  of  another  gov- 


ernment, a  sale  or  a  contract  valid 
where  made  is  valid  everywhere." 

And  in  speaking  of  another  Maryland 
case,  Mr.  Justice  Peckham  said :  The 
Supreme  Court  in  the  third  district,  at 
general  term,  in  Thurman  v.  Stocho^, 
lately  held,  that  the  exception  did  not 
extend  to  a  debt  due  from  a  resident 
in  Connecticut  to  a  resident  of  this  state, 
but  that  an  assignment  thereof  valid 
here,  though  invalid  tliere  by  her  laws, 
ought  to  be  valid  there  also,  even  ts 
against  residents  of  Connecticut,  because 
a  debt  is  not  a  corpus  capable  of  local 
position,  but  merely  a  Jus  incorporeaU* 

In  Howard  Nat.  Bank  v.  King,  10 
Abb.  (N.  Y.)  N.  Cases  346,  the  New 
York  Supreme  Court,  in  referring  to  this 
question  said  :  *'  The  rule  in  regard  to 
personal  property  that  it  has  no  situs, 
but  that  it  follows  the  person  of  the 
owner,  is  elementary.  As  a  corollary 
from  that  rule,  it  follows  that  personal 
property  is  governed  in  its  transfer  and 
disposition  by  the  law  of  the  domicile  of 
its  owner,  that  is,  by  the  Uw  of  the 
place  where  the  sale  is  made,  so  that  if 
a  sale  or  other  transfer  be  valid  where 
made,  it  is  valid  everywhere."  After 
admitting  the  exception  that  the  transfer 
is  invalid  in  another  state  in  which  the 
property  is  actually  situated,  if  it  cod- 
flicts  with  the  laws  of  that  state,  and 
pronouncing  it  logically  inconsistent  with 
the  above  rule  and  corollary,  tlie  court 
continued :  From  an  examination  of 
the  authorities  in  the  light  of  the  rule,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  tho  exception  affects 
only  movable  property,  and  docs  not 
operate  upon  credits  or  other  choses  in 
action  held  by  ihe  person  who  makes  the 
assignment  or  transfer,  and  that  in  so 
far  as  they  are  concerned,  they  arc  gov- 
erned by  the  general  rules  above  men- 
tioned, and  that  they  have  no  situs  apart 
from  the  domicile  of  their  owner,  and  if 
a  transfer  of  them  be  made  in  the  state 
in  which  the  owner  is  domiciled,  which 
is  valid  there,  it  is  effectual  every- 
where." 
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Bat  in  Ptiton  t.  Barnes,  50  Penn.  8t. 
830,  it  was  expressly  held  that  a  debt 
liad  a  silWf  inasmuch  as  a  foreign  assign- 
ment oottld  not  transfer  it  in  the  domi- 
ciie  of  the  debtor  if  it  contravenes  some 
posiDTe  legislative  enactment.  See, 
also,  Ihine  v.  Lester ,  44  Conn.  196. 
But  see  Nohle  t.  Smith,  6  R.  I.  446 ; 
Mowry  v.  Crocker,  6  Wis.  326 ;  Smith 
v.  6*.  ^  N.  W.  JiaUrcad  Co.,  23  Id. 
267  ;  Fuller  r.  SteiglUz,  27  OWo  St. 
355. 

Question  between  Foreign  Poaiies, — ^It 
has  been  repeatedly  held,  by  an  almost 
unbroken  line  of  aathorities,  that  where 
the  question  of  extra-territorial  property 
arises  between  a  foreign  assignee  and  a 
foreign  creditor^  the  laws  where  the  as- 
ngninent  was  made  will  determine  its 
validity :  Van  Buskirk  Warren,  39  N. 
Y.  119  ;  Abraham  r,  Piestoro,  3  Wend. 
540 ;  Piestoro  r.  Abraham,  1  Paige  236  ; 
May  V.  Wannemacher,  1 1 1  Mai»s.  202  ; 
Whipple  r.  Thayer,  16  Pick.  25  ;  Kid- 
der V.  Tnftti,  48  N.  H.  125  ;  Hall  t. 
Boardman,  14  Id.  38  ;  Dunlap  v,  Rogers, 
47  Id.  287  ;  Smith  t.  Brown,  43  Id.  44  ; 
Richardson  t.  Forepaugh^  7  Gray  546  ; 
-ft.  1.  Bank  v.  Lktnforth,  14  Id.  123  5 
Bank  of  U.  S,  r.  Lee,  13  Peters  107  ; 
8.  c.  5  Cranch  C.  C.  319  ;  Crapo 
Kdly,  16  Wall.  6ia;  Bmd  v.  Cooke,  45 
Conn.  132;  Dehon  v.  Foster,  4  Allen 
(Mass.)  545  ;  Bvarlock  r.  Taylor,  16 
Bck.  (Mass.)  335. 

Id  Finer  r.  Beste,  32  .  Mo.  240,  the 
parties  were  all  citizens  of  Louisiana. 
The  assignment  was  made  in  tliat  state 
and  good  there.  It  operated  upon 
all  of  the  debtor's  property,  some  of 
which  was  in  Missouri.  One  of  the 
creditors  of  the  assignor,  resident  of 
Louisiana,  attached  property  in  Missouri. 
It  was  held  that  the  assignee's  right  to 
tlie  property  would  prevail  over  the  non- 
resident attaching  creditor. 

Thtrston  Rosei\field,  42  Mo.  474, 
affirms  the  principle  of  this  last  case.  In 
that  case  the  parties  were  all  residents 
of  New  York  and  New  Jersey.  The 
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debtor  made  a  voluntary  assignment  of 
his  effects  in  New  York  for  the  benefit 
of  his  creditors,  in  which  certain  of  them 
were  preferred.  The  assignment  in- 
cluded certain  real  estate  situated  in  Mis- 
som-i.  It  was  valid  by  New  York  laws, 
but  would  have  been  void  if  made  in 
Missouri.  The  plaintiff  attached  the 
debtor's  Missouri  property.  It  was  held 
that  the  attachment  suit  could  not  be 
maintained.  The  court  affirmed  the 
general  principle  that  a  foreign  assign- 
ment, made  directly  in  opposition  to  their 
legislation,  should  never  have  the  efi'ect 
of  giving  an  advantage  to  non-resident 
creditors  to  the  injury  of  their  own  citi- 
zens. "  But,"  said  the  court,  **  as  this 
case  presents  no  such  question,  we  think 
comity  requires  and  justice  will  be  sub- 
served by  holding  the  assignment  good 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where 
executed.  See  First  National  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  10  Mo.  App.  7,  22,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  deed  of  assignment  of  land, 
void  where  made,  but  valid  by  laws  of 
Missouri,  would  effectually  pass  title  to 
land  in  Missouri,  against  an  attachment 
upon  such  land  at  the  suit  of  a  citizen  of 
a  third  state.  See  State  Bank  Receiver 
V.  Pfainjield  Bank,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  450. 

In  Bently  v.  Whittemf>re,  19  N.  J.  Eq. 
432,  the  assignment  was  made  in  New 
York  between  New  York  parties  and  good 
there.  It  was  sought  to  be  attacked  in 
the  courts  of  New  Jersey,  in  so  far  as  it 
operated  upon  property  within  tliat  state, 
by  a  non-resident,  because  it  was  invalid 
by  New  Jersey  laws.  Mr.  Justice 
Beardslt,  in  giving  the  opinion,  said  : 

Upon  what  principle  can  a  citizen  of 
another  state  ask  us  to  refuse  to  recog- 
nise the  ralidity  of  an  assignment  made  in 
the  state  of  New  York  and  in  conformity 
to  her  laws  f  Upon  what  plea  consistent 
with  comity,  under  such  circumstances, 
are  the  authorities  of  this  government  to 
repudiate  a  transaction  valid  by  the  laws 
of  a  sister  state  f  If  the  question  touched 
one  of  our  own  citizens,  we  could  vindi- 
cate our  rejection  of  such  transaction  on 
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the  ground  of  oar  statute,  passed  legiti- 
mately, for  the  special  regulation  of  the 
affairs  of  such  citizen.  But  if  such  a  re- 
jection relates  to  the  citiiens  of  another 
state,  how  is  such  a  line  of  conduct  to  be 
justified  f  We  might,  indeed,  urge,  as  a 
sort  of  excuse,  that  the  laws  of  New  York 
regulating  assignments  were  not  similar 
to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  that  we  pre- 
ferred the  regulations  of  our  law.  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
But  I  cannot  think  we  have  a  right  to  en- 
deavor to  arbitrate  in  such  a  concern.  *  *  ♦ 
The  true  rule  of  law  and  public  policy 
is  this  :  *'  That  a  voluntary  assignment 
made  abroad,  inconsistent  in  substantial 
respects  with  our  statutes,  should  not  be 
put  in  execution  here  to  the  detriment 
of  our  own  citizens,  but  that,  for  all  other 
purposes,  if  valid  by  the  lez  /oct,  it 
should  be  carried  fully  into  effect.''  So, 
in  Whipple  v.  Thay^,  16  Pick.  25,  this 
rule  is  well  illustrated.  The  parties 
were  all  citizens  of  Rhode  Island,  where 
the  deed  of  assignment  was  made  and 
operated  to  convey  property  in  Massa- 
chusetts. It  conformed  to  Rhode  Island 
laws,  but  not  with  the  laws  of  Massa- 
chusetts. A  Rhode  Island  citizen  at- 
tached a  portion  of  the  property  in 
Massachusetts.  The  title  of  the  assignee 
was  held  to  prevail.  Bwrlock  v.  Taylor, 
16  Pick.  335,  and  Daniel$  r.  WUlard, 
Id.  36,  hold  likewise. 

In  Atwood  V.  Protection  Ins,  Co,,  14 
Conn.  555,  the  subject  of  controversy 
was  a  debt  due  from  a  company  in  Con- 
necticut to  a  citizen  of  Ohio.  The  as- 
signment, made  in  Ohio  and  good  there, 
transferred  this  debt  to  the  assignee,  also 
a  citizen  of  Ohio,  but  it  did  not  con- 
form to  Connecticut  laws.  A  Penn- 
sylvania citizen  attached  this  debt  in 
Connecticut.  It  was  held  that  the  as- 
signment effectually  passed  the  debt.  See 
further,  Richardson  v.  Leauitt,  I  La. 
Ann.  430.  Bholen  r,  Cleveland,  5 
Mason  174,  is  an  instructive  case  on 
this  subject.  The  courts  of  New  Hamp- 
shire have  announced  this  rule :  Sander- 
ton  V.  Bradford,  10  N.  H.  S60. 


But  Mne  r,  Lester,  44  Conn.  196, 
does  not  seem  to  harmonize  with  the 
above  cases.  The  case  makes  no  dis- 
tinction between  citizens  of  Connecticat 
and  citizens  of  sister  states.  The  facts 
were :  A  corporation  of  Pennsylvania 
made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
its  creditors  in  that  state,  and  which 
was  valid  there.  One  item  included  a 
debt  due  from  a  citizen  of  ConnecticaL 
The  transfer  was  not  good  by  laws  of 
Connecticut.  After  assignment  a  citi- 
zen of  Rhode  Island  attached  the  debt 
in  Connecticut.  The  attachment  was 
held  to  prcvul.  In  this  case  it  was  said 
(p.  204)  :  The  citizens  of  all  our  sis- 
ter states  have,  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  the  same  privileges 
with  our  own  citizens,  and  any  one  of 
tliem  who  has  availed  himself  of  the  legal 
remedies  furnished  by  our  laws,  to  se- 
cure payment  of  a  debt  due  him,  has  the 
same  claim  to  the  assistance  of  our 
courts  that  one  of  our  own  citizens 
would  have."  But  the  doctrine  of  this 
case  is  exceptional. 

In  IVtode  Island  Bank  r,  Danjorth,  14 
Gray  (Mass.)  123,  the  Massachusetts 
Supreme  Court  said  :  An  execution 
has  sometimes  been  made  in  favor  of 
creditors  residing  in  Massachusetts,  and 
who  had  made  attachments  here  which 
were  sought  to  be  avoided  by  an  assign- 
ment or  transfer  in  another  state  to 
secure  creditors.  But  this  is  not  the 
case  here  ;  all  the  parties  are  citizens  of 
Rhode  Island,  and  a  valid  mortga};e 
there  may  transfer  the  property  in  Mas- 
sachusetts.'' 

Actual  Change  of  Fhssession, — If  there 
is  an  actual  change  of  possession,  the 
transfer  is  good  everywhere,  yet  it  has 
been  held  by  some  cases,  that  this  change 
must  conform  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  property  is  situated :  Koster  v. 
Merriit,  32  Conn.  246  ;  Mead  y.  Dayton, 
28  Id.  33  ;  Cha/ee  r.  Fourth  National 
Bank,  71  Me.  514  ;  Forbes  v.  Scannell, 
18  Cal.  241  ;  Philson  v.  Barnes,  hO  Pa. 
St.  230  ;  Sanford  v.  Ptiine,  32  Vt.  448 ; 


ASKEW  p.  LA  CTGNE  EXCHANGE  BANK  ST  au 


411 


Riee  t.  Cttrhs^  82  Vt.  460,  464.  Thus, 
in  th«  last  case,  the  assignment  was  made 
in  New  York  and  valid,  but  not  in  con- 
fonnitj  to  the  laws  of  Vermont,  where 
the  property  was  sitnated.     The  as- 
signee took  actual  possession.    It  was 
held  the  title  of  the  assignee  was  not 
effectual.   And  in  PhtUon  t.  Bametf  50 
Pa.  St.  230,  the  assignment  contract  was 
made  in  Maryland,  and  operated  on 
property  in  Pennsylvania.    It  was  valid 
in  Maryland,  but  not  in  conformity  with 
the  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  because  not 
recorded  in  the  county  where  the  property 
was  located.    The  property  was  attached 
by  a  Pennsylvania  citizen,  and  his  title 
was  sustained.    But  in   Ockerman  v. 
Cross,  54  N.  T.  29,  a  different  rule  was 
laid  down.    The  assignment  was  exe- 
cuted in  Canada,  and  valid  there,  but  not 
in  compliance  with  the  laws  of  New 
York,  because  not  **  prepared,  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded."    The  assignee  got 
possession  of  the  property.    It  was  held 
that  the  assignee's  title  to  the  property 
was  complete.    And  a  like  ruling  is 
made  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  California, 
in  Forfres  v.  Scanneli,  IS  Cal.  242.  The 
property  was  located  in  California,  and 
owned  by  citizens  of  the  United  States  re- 
siding and  doing  business  in  Canton, 
China.  The  assignment  was  executed  in 
China,  but  was  not  good  by  the  laws  of 
California.  The  assignee  took  actual  pos- 
fession,  and  his  title  was  held  good. 
Baldwik,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion,  said 
(p.  277)  :  «*  The  truth  is,  we  do  not  con- 
sider this  question  a»  one  of  comity  at 
tU.   It  is  a  pure  question  of  property. 
By  our  general  laws  we  recognise  the 
duty  of  government  to  protect  property, 
and  that  is,  property  which  is  acquired  by 
contract,  lawful  and  effectual  to  pass  title 
in  the  place  where  it  is  made.  It  might  as 
well  be  said,  that  if  a  man  made  his 
money  by  usury  in  California,  and  car- 
ried it  into  PennFf-lvania,  the  courts  of 
that  state  would  rcfase  to  recognise  his 
right,  because  usury  is  against  the  policy 
of  Pennsylvania.    Or  if  won  at  cards,  in 


Mexico,  where  no  law  exists  against 
gaming,  it  would  cease  to  be  his  property 
whenever  brought  into  this  state." 

Tranrfer  Valid  by  Ltx  loci  Cmfractus 
and  Lex  fori, — If  the  assignment  is 
good  by  the  laws  of  the   state  of 
the  assignor's  domicile  where  the  assign- 
ment is  made,  and  also  valid  where  the 
property  is  situated,  it  will  be  upheld  as 
against  an  attachingcreditor  in  the  courts 
of  the  latter  state.    Miller  v.  Kema- 
ghatiy  56  Ga.  155.    In  answer  to  the  con- 
tention that  the  domestic  tribunals  will 
hold  assets  against  foreign  assignment, 
the  court  said  :    •*  Certainly  this  would 
be  done  if  the  assignment  were  not  com- 
formable  to  our  own  laws,  but  there 
would  be  no  inconsistency  in  recognising 
the  assignment  as  perfectly  valid  here, 
and  then  refusing  to  yield  to  it.  There 
may  be  decisions  in  other  states  or  coun- 
tries on  that  erratic  line,  but  we  are  sure 
sound  principle  is  the  other  way,  and  so 
we  l)elieve  is  the  weight  of  authority. 
*  *  ♦  An  assignment,  whether  foreign 
or  domestic,  that  presents  no  conflict  with 
any  law,  is  to  have  full  effect  on  all  as- 
sets to  which  its  terms  apply."  This 
case  fully  accords  with  the  principal  case. 
And  it  was  held,  in  Ockerman  v.  Cross, 
54  N.  Y.  29,  that  such  an  assignment, 
not  invalidated  by  any  law  of  New  York, 
would  pass  title  of  personal  property  of 
the  debtor,  sitnated  in  that  state,  to  the 
assignee.   To  same  effect,  see  Waikery, 
Whitlocky  9  Fla.  87,  103.    After  review- 
ing the  anthorities,  the  court  said :  *  *  This 
assignment  being  a  voluntary  one,  by 
deed,  formal  and  irrevocable,  containing 
no  provisions  repugnant  to  our  laws,  nor 
to  the  policy  and  positive  institutions  of 
this  state,  and  there  being  nothing  to  pro- 
hibit the  assignors,  who  are  citizens  of 
other  states,  from  a  free  disposal  of  their 
personal   property  situated    here,  we 
must,  upon  the  principles  of  comity  be- 
tween sister  states,  hold  the  assignment 
valid  here,  and  that  it  operated  at  its 
execution  to  vest  the  title  in  the  assignee 
and  divested  all  the  interest  of  the  aa- 
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iignor,  unless  void  for  want  of  delivery 
of  the  chose  of  action  assigned  to  the 
assignee." 

In  Gregg  t.  Sloan,  76  Va.  497, 
debtors  of  North  Carolina  conveyed  their 
property  in  trust  to  secure  the  payment 
of  their  debts,  including  a  debt  due  them 
from  a  citizen  of  Virginia.  The  deed 
was  properly  recorded  in  North  Carolina, 
but  before  it  was  recorded  in  Virginia,  a 
Virginia  citizen  attached  the  debt,  and 
the  land  securing  it.  It  was  held  that 
the  assignee  had  the  prior  title.  See 
Richardson  v.  Rogers^  45  Mich.  591. 

The  recent  case  of  Atherton  v.  Ives,  20 
Fed.  Rep.  894,  fully  sustains  this  princi- 
ple. In  that  case  the  deed  of  assignment 
was  legally  executed  in  New  York,  by 
residents  of  that  state,  and  included  per- 
sonal property  in  the  state  of  Kentucky. 
After  the  assignment  was  made,  this  pro- 
perty was  attached  by  a  citizen  of  Keui 
tucky.    It  was  insisted  that  the  assign- 


ment should  not  be  nistained  against  a 
resident  attaching  creditor,  because  it 
waa  invalid  by  the  laws  of  Kentucky, 
inasmuch  as  it  gave  preferences,  and  that 
whether  invalid  or  not,  comity  did  not 
require  that  it  should  be  sustained  against 
a  citizen  of  Kentucky.  The  assignee's 
title  was  held  to  prevail  over  that  of  the 
attaching  creditor,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  assignment  was  not  invalid  by  Ken- 
tucky's laws  because  of  preferences,  and 
would  have  been  valid  if  it  had  been  made 
in  Kentucky,  and  that  comity  required 
that  assignments  made  in  other  states 
should  be  respected,  unless  contrary  to 
some  positive  law  of  Kentucky.  The 
court  was  also  of  the  opinion  that  no  dis- 
tinction should  be  taken  between  **  home 
creditors  "  And  non-resident  ones,  unless 
compelled  by  legislative  will,  clearly  ex- 
pressed. 

EcoEFX  McQciixiv. 
St.  Louis,  Mo. 
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supreme  court  of  the  united  gtates.* 
supreme  court  op  arkansas." 
supreme  court  op  illinois." 
court  op  chancery  op  new  jersey.* 
supreme  court  op  rhode  island.* 

Action. 

Damages  to  Adjacent  Property  Ovmers  from  Fuhlic  Improvement  in 
a  Street — Liahility  therefor^  vpon  whom  it  Rests — Contribution  of 
Railroad  Company  to  Cost. — The  mere  contributing  of  material  aid  by 
a  private  individual  to  a  city,  to  enable  the  latter  to  execute  a  public 
work  not  unlawful  in  itself,  is  not  necessarily  attended  witb  liability  on 
the  part  of  him  who  extends  such  aid,  for  injury  that  may  thereby 


1  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  tbe  original  opinions 
filed  during  Oct.  Term  1884.    The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  114  U.  S.  Rep. 
'  From  B.  D.  Turner,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  44  Ark.  Rep. 

■  From  Hon.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  111  HI.  Rep. 

*  From  Hon.  John  H.  Stewart,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  39  N.  J.  Eq.  Rep. 

■  From  Arnold  Green,  Esq.,  Reporter;  to  appear  in  14  R.  I.  Rep. 
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TeBalt  to  private  rights :  CaJherUon  and  Blair  Packing  and  Provision 
Co.  V.  City  of  Chicago,  111  111. 

So,  where  a  railway  company  entered  into  a  contract  with  a  city,  by 
Vbich  the  former  agreed  to  pay  a  given  sum  on  the  cost  of  a  viaduct 
proposed  to  be  constructed  in  a  street,  there  being  no  illegal  motive  in 
teodering  such  aid  to  the  city,  it  was  held,  that  the  railway  company 
coald  not  be  held  jointly  liable  with  the  city  in  tort  for  a  private  injury 
to  adjoining  property  caused  by  the  viaduct :  Id, 

A  city  alone  has  authority  to  construct  a  viaduct  in  a  street,  and 
when  one  is  so  constructed  by  the  city,  even  when  done  under  the  joint 
superintendence  of  a  public  official  of  the  city  and  a  chief  engineer  of  a 
railroad  company,  and  the  company  paid  a  part  of  the  price  of  the 
improvement,  it  was  held,  that  the  viaduct  was  still  public  property 
belonging  to  the  city  alone.  The  aid  furnished  by  the  railway,  in  such 
case,  may  be  treated  as  a  mere  private  donation  :  Id, 

Arbitration. 

Submission  to  Two  Arbitrators  and  Disagreement — Necessity  of  a  New 
Heariiuj  on  Selection  of  a  Third  Arbitrator. — Where  a  controversy  is 
submitted  to  two  arbitrators,  under  an  agreement  for  the  selection  of  a 
third  one  in  case  the  two  are  unable  to  agree,  and  after  a  hearing  and 
disagreement  the  two  first  appointed  select  a  third  man,  an  award  made 
by  two  of  them,  without  giving  the  party  against  whom  it  is  rendered 
an  opportunity  of  being  heard,  is  void,  and  no  recovery  can  be  had 
upon  it:  Alexander  v.  Cunningham,  111  111. 

Award — Extent  of- — Item^  not  considered. — An  award  cannot  be 
extended  beyond  the  things  submitted  ;  and  even  if  the  language  of  the 
submission  be  broad  enough  to  cover  a  claim  subsequently,  sought  to  be 
enforced,  yet,  if  it  be  clearly  made  to  appear  that  the  claim  was  not 
before  the  arbitrators,  and  was  not  passed  upon  by  them,  the  award  will 
not  bar  it:  Exec,  of  Lee  v.  Admr.  of  Bolan,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Assignment. 

Unrecorded  Mortgage — Validity  against  Assignee. — A.  executed  a 
mortgage  to  B.  of  certain  personalty.    The  mortgage  was  made  and 
received  in  good  faith.    The  mortgagee  never  recorded  the  mortgage 
nor  took  possession  of  the  property,  but  there  was  no  collusion  between 
the  parties  nor  design  to  give  the  mortgagor  a  fictitious  credit.  A. 
subsequently  made  an  assignment  "  of  all  his  estate  and  property"  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors ;  on  a  bill  of  interpleader  brought  by  the 
assignee  :  Held,  that  the  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the 
mortgaged  property:  Eeld,  further,  that  the  creditors  were  entitled  only 
under  the  assignment,  and  that  the  assignee  succeeded  only  to  the 
rights  of  the  assignor:  Held, further,  that  Pub.  Stat.  R.  I.,  cap.  176, 
J  9,  which  provides  that  **  no  mortgage  of  personal  property  hereafter 
made  shall  be  valid  against  any  other  person  than  the  parties  thereto, 
unless  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property  be  delivered  to  and  re- 
tained by  the  mortgagee,  or  unless  the  said  mortgage  be  recorded," 
mast  be  construed  in  accordance  with  the  above  holding:  Wilson  v. 
Esten,  14  R.  I 
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Attorney. 

Contract  for  Conditional  Fee, — Under  the  statute  aatboriziDg  the 
assigiiment  of  counsel  to  indigent  suitors,  the  complainant  was  assigned 
to  assist  the  defendant  in  a  suit  to  recover  from  a  life  insurance  com- 
pany the  amount  of  a  policy  on  her  husband's  life.  The  complainant 
thereupon  made  an  agreement  with  her  to  prosecute  the  claim,  and,  if 
successful,  to  receive  one-half  of  the  amount  recovered,  and  if  not  suc- 
cessful, to  receive  nothing.  He  did  prosecute  the  suit,  paid  the  costs 
incurred,  and  recovered  the  amount  of  the  policy,  $1000,  besides  1339.27 
interest  thereon :  Beld,  that  he  was  entitled  to  one-half  of  this  whole 
amount :  MasseU  v.  Van  ffouten,  89  N.  J.  Eq. 

Bankruptcy.    See  Debtor  and  Creditor, 

Constitutional  Law. 

Commerce  between  the  States — Tax  on. — The  state  of  Pennsylvania 
having  attempted  to  collect  a  tax  on  the  capital  stock  of  a  New  Jersey 
corporation,  running  a  ferry  between  the  two  states,  on  the  river  Dela- 
ware, on  the  ground  that  the  corporation  was  doing  business  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, Held,  that  such  tax  was  illegal  and  void  as  an  attempted  exaction 
upon  inter-state  commerce :  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania^  S.  C. 
U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Sidewalk — Removal  of  Ice  and  Snow — Public  Burden  laid  on  Citizen 
— Police  Power, — A  city  has  not  the  constitutional  power  to  require  the 
owner  or  occupant  of  premises  to  keep  the  sidewalk  and  gutters  in  front 
thereof  free  from  snow  and  ice,  or  to  sprinkle  the  same  with  ashes  or 
sand  where  the  snow  and  ice  cannot  be  removed  without  injury  to  the 
pavement,  and  inflict  a  fine  on  him  for  a  neglect  or  failure  to  do  so. 
The  ruling  in  Gridley  v.  City  of  Bloominyton,  88  111.  554,  adhered  to: 
City  of  Chicago  v.  (/BHen,  111  111. 

A  sidewalk  in  a  city,  though  devoted  to  the  use  of  pedestrians,  is 
nevertheless  a  portion  of  a  public  highway,  as  much  so  as  the  street. 
They  are  both  free  to  be  properly  used  and  enjoyed  by  the  entire  pub- 
lic, and  are  constructed  alike  for  their  use :  Id. 

The  police  power  of  a  state,  comprehensive  as  it  is,  has  its  limitations. 
It  cannot  be  held  to  sanction  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public 
use  without  just  compensation,  however  essential  it  may  be  for  the  pub- 
lic health,  safety,  &c.  Upon  the  like  principle,  a  purely  public  burden 
cannot  be  laid  upon  a  private  individual  except  as  authorized  in  cases 
to  exercise  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  or  by  virtue  of  proper  proceed- 
ings to  enforce  special  assessments  or  special  taxation  :  Id. 

Statute  cttmpelUng  doners  of  Dams  to  phice  Fishways  therein. — The 
legislature  may  impose  a  duty  on  owners  of  dams  to  place  therein  suit- 
able fishways,  in  order  that  the  free  passage  of  fish  may  not  be  obstructed. 
And  the  owner  of  the  dam  cannot  by  occupancy  or  user  for  any  length 
of  time,  acquire  a  prescriptive  right  as  against  the  public,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  against  him  :  Par- 
ker V.  The  People,  111  111. 

Sidewalks — Ordinance  requiring  Owner  to  keep  in  Repair. — A  city 
cannot,  by  ordinance,  prescribe  a  fine  or  penalty  to  be  imposed  on  the 
owner  or  occupant  of  a  lot  for  a  failure  to  repair  the  sidewalk  in  front  • 
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of  the  same.  Keeping  sidewalks  in  repair  is  referable  to  the  same  power 
u  for  constructing  new  improvements,  and  cannot  be  required  to  be 
done  by  the  abutting  owner  or  occupant,  at  his  own  expense,  either  by 
the  exercise  of  the  police  power,  or  by  fines  and  penalties  prescribed  by 
ordinance,  or  by  direct  legislative  action :  City  of  Chicago  v.  Crosby^ 
111  III. 

Contract.   See  Sunday. 

Subject  to  Approval — Failure  to  Approve, — A  scatute  provided  that 
the  Board  of  Public  Works  in  the  city  of  Providence  might  hire  such 
employees  as  it  deemed  needful,  and  agree  with  them  for  their  com- 
pensation, provided,  however,  that  when  such  compensation  shall  exceed 
the  sum  of  $1000  per  annum,  such  compensation  shall  be  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  city  council  *  *  *  which  said  compensation  shall  be 
paid  out  of  the  city  treasury :"  Of  the  employees  so  hired,  the  city 
couDcil  approved  the  compensation  of  all  except  two,  who  were  hired  at 
more  than  $1000  per  annum,  and  in  regard  to  whom  the  council  took 
DO  action  :  Held,  that  these  two  were  entitled  to  the  pay  agreed  on 
with  the  Board  of  Public  Works  :  Beldy  further^  that  the  city  council 
could  disapprove  the  compensation  agreed  on  by  the  Board  of  Public 
Works  or  approve  it  with  a  reduction  in  amount,  but  could  not,  by 
mere  non-action,  defeat  the  agreement  made  by  the  board  :  MathewBon 
y.  Tripp,  14  R.  I. 

By  Letter  or  Telegraph —  When  completed — A  contract  by  letter  is 
completed  the  instant  the  letter  accepting  the  offer  is  mailed,  and  is  valid 
and  binding  whether  the  letter  of  acceptance  is  received  or  not.  But 
where  anything  else  is  left  to  be  settled  in  respect  to  an  offer  by  mail  or 
telegraph,  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  by  telegraphing  will  not  complete 
the  contract  where  the  dispatch  does  not  reach  its  destination  :  Eaoi  y. 
ifyer*.  111  Til. 

A.  and  B.  contemplated  making  a  large  purchase  of  cattle  in  the  West, 
and  it  was  agreed  that  A.  should  go  to  see  the  cattle,  and  telegraph  back 
to  B.  the  price  per  head  if  a  purchase  was  made,  when  B.  was  to  reply 
by  telegraph,  without  delay,  saying  yes,"  if  he  was  willing  to  take  a 
third  interest  in  the  purchase,  and  then  A.  was  to  telegraph  back  to  B. 
the  estimated  amount  required  to  pay  a  third  interest,  which  B.  was  to 
place  to  the  credit  of  A.  and  his  brother,  in  a  Chicago  bank,  so  that  the 
latter  might  draw  on  the  same,  and  cause  the  bank  to  telegraph  that  fact 
to  A.  A.  bought  the  cattle  for  $55,000,  and  telegraphed  B.  the  price 
per  head,  and  he  answered  yes,"  which  dispatch  never  reached  A. 
Later,  B.  sent  another  dispatch  to  A.,  saying  if  the  cattle  were  good 
there  was  no  danger  in  buying  them,  which  was  received  on  the  same 
day  that  A.  and  another  had  concluded  the  purchase  by  paying  the 
necessary  advance.  On  the  next  day  B.  arrived,  and  offered  to  pay  his 
share  of  the  price,  which  was  declined  :  EeU^  that  under  the  circum- 
stances the  sending  of  the  first  dispatch  accepting  a  share  in  the  pur- 
chase, which  never  reached  its  destination,  did  not  complete  the  contract 
and  make  A.  and  B.  partners  in  the  purchase,  there  being  something 
else  to  be  done  hesides  a  mere  acceptance,  to  carry  out  the  contract,  and 
also  that  B.'s  offer  to  pay  on  the  day  after  the  purchase,  and  payn)ent 
of  the  price,  was  too  late :  Id, 
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Criminal  Law. 

Larceny — Pos^esgian  of  Property — Evidence. — Possession  of  Btolen 
property  is  a  fact  from  which  the  possessor's  complicity  in  the  larceoy 
may  be  inferred ;  but  possession  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  cod- 
viction.  It  must  appear  that  the  property  was  recently  stolen  \  the  pos- 
session must  be  unexplained,  and  in  some  form  involve  an  assertion  of 
property  in  the  possessor :  Shepherd  v.  The  State^  44  Ark. 

Debtor  and  Creditor.    See  Alignment ;  Payment 

Holding  of  Legal  Title — Right  of  Creditor  obtaining  Judgment  for 
Tort — Estoppel. — The  complainant  recovered  a  judgment  at  law  against 
the  defendant's  brother  for  false  imprisonment,  and  afterwards  filed  a 
creditor's  bill  to  set  aside,  as  fraudulent,  two  conveyances  of  land  bj 
the  brother  to  the  defendant.  The  evidence  showed  satisfactorily  that 
the  lands  in  question,  in  fact  belonged  to  the  defendant,  although  the 
legal  title  thereto  had  been  in  the  name  of  his  brother :  Held^  that,  as 
the  cause  of  the  action  at  law  had  been  a  tort,  there  was,  against  the 
defendant,  no  ground  of  estoppel  such  as  sometimes  exists  where  the 
cause  of  action  is  founded  on  a  contract,  and  the  credit  has  been  given 
under  the  belief  that  the  debtor  was  the  true  owner  of  the  property,  of 
which  he  had  the  legal  title  only,  but  not  the  equitable  title :  LiUi»  v. 
Gallagher,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Fraudulent  Conveyance — Subsequent  Bankruptcy — Exclusive  right  of 
Assignee. — The  right  to  recover  property  conveyed  in  fraud  of  creditors 
by  a  debtor  subsequently  adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  is  vested  in  his  assignee 
alone,  and  the  failure  of  his  assignee  to  bring  an  action  to  recover  the 
property  within  the  time  limited  by  the  bankrupt  law,  does  not  transfer 
the  right  to  bring  such  action  to  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt :  Exrs. 
ofMcCartin  v.  Perry,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Fraudulent  Conveyance — Right  of  Exe^mtion  Purchaser  to  Avoid. — A 
purchaser  of  real  estate  at  an  execution  sale  may  in  equity  avoid  convej- 
ances  previously  made  by  the  judgment-debtor  in  fraud  of  his  creditors: 
Belcher  v.  Arnold,  14  R.  I. 

Deed.   See  Gift, 

Duress 

Fear  of  Prosecuti^  of  Son, — When  a  son  had  been  guilty  of  embez- 
zlement and  his  mother  made  a  note  and  executed  a  mortgage  to  the 
employer  from  whom  he  had  embezzled,  and  the  court  was  satisfied  that 
the  mother's  controlling  motive  was  to  protect  her  son  from  exposure 
and  prosecution  :  Held,  that  she  was  not  a  free  agent  and  that  the  note 
and  mortgage  should  be  annulled  and  cancelled :  Foley  v.  Greene,  14  R.  I. 

The  maxim  In  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  defendentis,  does  not 
apply  to  such  a  case  :  Id, 

Ejectment.    See  Municipal  Corporation. 

Equity.    See  Notice  ;  Specific  Performance. 

Policy  of  Insurance — Reformcttion  after  Loss — Mistake. — A  policy  of 
insurance  issued  in  the  name  of  the  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
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insured,  instead  of  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  through  the  mistake 
of  the  insurance  company's  agent  in  preparing  the  application  for  the 
policy,  without  any  representation  or  mistake  of  the  owner  or  applicant 
for  such  insurance,  may  be  rectified  after  the  loss  of  the  vessel,  the  act 
of  the  company's  agent  in  such  case  being  that  of  the  company  and 
not  of  the  insured,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  signed  the  applica- 
tion with  his  own  name  for  applicant Hill  v.  JdiUville  Mut.  Mar. 
and  FtreJns,  Co.,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Ne  exeat — Holding  of  Defendant  in  Custody. — Statements  by  a  de- 
fendant who  was  subsequently  arrested  on  &  ne  exeat,  made  to  complain- 
ant's lawyer,  that  if  suits  should  be  begun  against  him,  and  he  should 
be  likely  to  get  the  worst  of  it,  or  if  any  order  should  be  made  against 
him  by  any  court,  his  (defendant's)  lawyer  would  find  it  out  beforehand 
and  would  let  him  know,  so  that  he  could  and  would  leave  the  state 
before  they  could  do  anything  with  him,  accompanied  by  other  state- 
ments, that  complainant  and  her  father  were  both  poor,  and  that  he 
would  law  them  both  to  death,  if  they  attempted  any  suits  against  him, 
and  that  he  had  put  all  his  property  out  of  his  hands,  but  still  had  the 
benefit  of  it,  are  sufficient,  on  an  application  for  his  discharge,  to  hold 
him  in  custody  under  the  ne  exeat :  Cary  v.  Cary,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Practice — Decree  Pro  Confenso — Delay  in  Application  for  Re-issue  of 
Patent  cannot  he  set  up  after  suck  Decree. — By  the  practice  of  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court,  a  decree  pro  confesso  is  not  a  decree  as, 
of  course,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  nor  merely  such  as  the 
complainant  chooses  to  make  it ;  but  it  is  made  (or  should  be)  by  the 
court,  according  to  what  is  proper  ta  be  decreed  upon  the  statements 
of  the  bill  assumed  to  be  true  :  JTiomson  v.  Wooster,  S.  C.  U.  8.,  Oct. 
Term  1884. 

After  the  entry  of  such  a  decree  and  while  it  stands  unrevoked,  the 
defendants  are  barred  from  alleging  anything  in  derogation  of  it ;  or 
from  questioning  its  correctness  on  appeal,  unless  on  the  face  of  the  bill 
it  appears  manifest  that  it  was  erroneously  and  improperly  granted  :  Id. 

Although  a  delay  of  fourteen  years  in  the  application  for  the  re-issue 
of  a  patent  is  strongly  presumed  to  be  unreasonable,  yet  the  court  can- 
not say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  it  is  not  susceptible  of  explanation ;  and 
this  defence  cannot  be  set  up  after  a  decree  pro  confesso :  Id, 

Errors  and  Appeals. 

What  is  a  Final  Judgment. — The  judgment  of  the  state  Supreme 
Court  was,  that  the  judgment  of  the  state  District  Court  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  reversed  with  costs,  with  directions  to  the  Superior 
Court  of  Los  Angeles  county  to  enter  judgment  upon  the  findings  for 
plaintiflF,  as  prayed  for  in  his  complaint : "  Held^  to  be  final  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States : 
Mower  y.  Fletcher^  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Evidence.   See  Criminal  Law. 

Fraud.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 
VoM.  XXXIII.— 58 
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Frauds,  Statute  of. 

Tenants  in  Common — ContracU. — The  doctrine  of  part  perfonnaDce 
to  take  a  parol  contract  for  the  Bale  of  land  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  does  not  apply  to  contracts  between  tenants  in  com- 
mon for  the  sale  of  cue  tenant's  interest  to  the  other.  Each  tenant  is 
already  in  possession,  and  one  cannot  assume  exclusive  possession  under 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  contract.  Their  contracts  with  each  other 
must  be  in  writing  duly  signed :  Haine*  v.  JlicGlone^  44  Ark. 

Where  one  tenant  in  common  by  parol  contract  sells  his  moiety  of 
the  land  to  his  co-tenant,  and  afterwards  repudiates  the  contract  and 
conveys  his  interest  to  another  purchaser  with  notice  of  the  facts,  the 
latter  cannot  recover  it  in  equity  from  the  co-tenant  purchaser  except 
upon  return  to  him  of  his  purchase-money  and  half  of  all  taxes  and  cost 
of  improvements  paid  by  him,  and  interest  from  the  time  of  their  pay- 
ment: Id. 

Gift. 

Donatio  causa  mortis — Essentials. — ^To  establish  a  gift  causa  mortis, 
the  evidence  must  show  not  only  that  the  person  in  extremis  designated 
with  proper  distinctness  the  thing  given  and  the  donee,  but  it  must  also 
show  that  the  property  was  presently  to  pass,  and  that  the  intention 
was  carried  into  eflfect  by  an  actual  or  eflfective  delivery :  Newton  v. 
Snyder^  44  Ark. 

Delivery  to  a  third  person  for  a  donee,  is  as  effective  as  delivery  to 
the  donee  ;  but  delivery  to  an  agent  as  agent  for  the  giver  to  perform 
the  act  or  make  delivery  only  after  the  giver's  death,  would  amount  to 
nothing:  Id. 

Delivery  of  Deed — Distinction  between  a  Deed  and  a  WiU —  Volun- 
tary Settlement. — A  testamentary  disposition  of  property  is  ambulatory 
until  the  death  of  the  testator,  when  it  takes  effect ;  but  a  deed  for  an 
interest  in  land  must  take  effect  upon  its  execution  or  not  at  all.  A 
party  cannot  make  a  deed  for  land  and  retain  its  custody,  and  have  it 
operate  as  a  conveyance  only  after  his  death.  It  takes  effect  at  once  or 
not  at  all :  Cline  v.  Jones^  111  111. 

A  conveyance  of  land  or  a  deed  may  be  good  as  a  voluntary  settle- 
ment, however,  though  it  be  retained  by  the  grantor  in  his  possession 
until  his  death,  when  the  circumstances,  aside  from  the  retention  of  the 
deed,  do  not  show  the  grantor  did  not  intend  it  to  operate  immedi- 
ately :  Jd. 

A  father  having  previously  made  gifls  of  property  to  all  of  his  chil- 
dren except  a  daughter,  went  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  executed 
a  deed  of  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  land  to  her,  and  acknowledged  the 
same,  stating  that  it  would  make  all  his  children  equal ;  but  he  re- 
tained the  deed  in  his  possession,  with  no  present  intention  it  should 
take  immediate  effect,  but  to  be  operative  only  at  his  death,  or  on  (he 
daughter  moving  upon  and  occupying  the  property,  which  she  never 
did.  It  was  held,  after  his  death,  that  the  deed  never  took  effect,  and 
that  the  land  therein  described  passed  to  his  heirs,  generally  :  Jd, 

Husband  and  Wife.    See  Insurance. 

Contract  between — Fraud, — The  legislation  of  this  tttate,  enlarging 
the  capacity  of  a  marriud  woman  to  acquire  and  dispose  of  property, 
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d()es  not  give  her  capacity  to  make  a  legal  contract  with  her  husband : 
Executor  of  Fmrmer  v.  Farmer  et  al,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

A  wife  may  bestow  her  property,  by  gift,  on  her  husband,  or  she  may 
make  a  contract  with  him  which  will  be  upheld  in  equity ,  but  the  courta 
always  examine  such  transactions  with  an  anxious  watchfulness  and 
dread  of  undue  influence :  Jd. 

Where  a  contract  is  made  by  parties  holding  confidential  relations,  so 
that  it  is  probable  that  they  did  not  deal  on  terms  of  equality,  but  that 
unfair  advantage  might  have  been  taken  by  the  stronger  party  of  the 
weaker,  there  the  burden,  if  the  contract  is  assailed,  rests  on  the 
Etronger  party  to  show  that  no  advantage  was  taken,  otherwise  fraud 
will  be  presumed :  Id, 

Infant. 

Avoidance  of  Deed — Covenants — Subsequent  Quit-clatm  Deed. — A  deed 
executed  by  an  infant  may  be  avoided  by  him  after  maturity,  by  any  act 
uneqaivocally  manifesting  an  intention  to  avoid  it;  and  a  reconveyance 
to  another  not  in  privity  with  the  first  grantee,  is  conclusive  evidence 
of  such  intention,  and  disaffirms  the  first  d^ed ;  and  this,  whether  the 
last  be  a  quit-claim  deed  or  a  deed  with  covenants  of  warranty :  Bagley 
V.  Fletcher,  44  Ark. 

The  deed  of  an  infant  will  pass  his  estate  subject  to  disaffirmance 
after  his  maturity,  but  the  covenants  in  his  deed  are  absolutely  void :  Id, 

Insurance.    See  Equity. 

Policy  in  favor  of  Wife — Subsequent  Petition  for  Divorce. — A.  took 
out  policy  on  his  wife's  life,  payable  in  four  years  to  her  if  living  and 
if  not  living  to  himself.  He  paid  the  premiums,  retained  the  policy 
and  received  payments  made  upon  it.  She  was  living  at  the  maturity 
of  the  policy,  but  had  filed  a  petition  for  divorce.  A  statute  provided, 
"  Any  policy  or  policies  of  insurance  or  part  thereof  which  shall  not 
exceed  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  made  by 
an  insarance  company  on  the  life  of  any  person  and  expressed  to  be  for 
the  benefit  of  a  married  woman,  whether  effected  by  herself  or  by  her 
husband,  or  by  any  other  person  on  her  behalf,  shall  enure  to  her  sepa- 
rate use  and  benefit,  independently  of  her  husband  and  of  his  creditors 
and  representatives,  and  also  independently  of  any  other  person  effecting 
the  same  on  her  behalf,  his  creditors  and  representatives,  and  such  pol- 
icy may  be  sued  in  the  name  of  the  person  beneficially  interested  therein, 
or  in  the  name  of  the  representative  of  such  person."  Held,  that  the 
wife  was  entitled  to  the  amount  due  on  the  policy  at  its  maturity : 
jEtna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mason,  14  R.  I. 

Limitations,  Statute  op. 

Equity — Analogy  to  Law. — A.  transferred  to  B.  certain  corporate 
stock,  vesting  the  legal  title  in  B.,  who  held  it  as  a  chattel  mortgage. 
After  default  by  A.  in  the  conditions  of  the  mortgage,  and  afler  B.  had 
subsequent  to  such  default  held  and  treated  the  stock  as  his  own  for 
more  than  six  years,  A.  filed  a  bill  in  equity  to  redeem.  Held,  that  the 
bill  could  not  be  sustained  :  Greene  v.  Dispeau,  14  R.  I. 
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Lis  Pendens.    See  Notice, 
Malicious  Prosecution. 

Probable  Cause — Judicial  Finding  — In  an  action  for  mallcioas  proM- 
cutioQ  brought  by  A.  against  B. :  Held^  that  a  judicial  finding  in  the 
former  action  in  favor  of  B.,  and  against  A.,  by  the  court  of  original 
jurisdiction,  is  conclusive  of  probable  cause,  when  such  finding  is  not 
procured  by  unfair  means,  even  if  such  finding  is  reversed  on  appeal: 
Welch  V.  Boston  dh  Providence  Railroady  14  R.  I. 

Mandamus. 

For  tohat  it  may  not  issue  to  Inferior  Court, — A  mandamus  will  not 
issue  to  an  inferior  court  to  compel  it  to  conform  its  judgment  to  the 
finding  in  the  case,  when  a  motion  to  amend  the  judgment  in  that  par- 
ticular has  been  entertained  by  the  court  and  the  amendment  refused 
because  the  court  was  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  had  been  correctly 
recorded :  Ex  parte  Morgan^  8.  C.  U.  S.,  October  Term  1884. 

Master  and  Servant.   See  Contract. 

Mines  and  Mining. 

Sale  of  an  Interest  in  a  Mining  Partnership. — One  member  of  a 
mining  partnership  has  the  right,  without  consulting  his  associates,  to 
sell  his  interest  in  the  partnership  to  a  stranger,  and  such  a  sale  does 
not  disHolve  the  partnership  or  injure  any  right  or  property  of  the  other 
associates  :  Bissell  v.  Foss^  S.  C.  U.  S.,  October  Term  1884.  ' 

Mortqage.    See  Assignment. 

Municipal  Corporation.  See^c//on;  Constitutiotial  Lato ;  Contract. 

Acquiring  Real  Estate  by  Possession — Ejectment. — A  municipal  cor- 
poration may  acquire  realty  by  possession  and  for  other  than  municipal 
purposes:  New  Shoreham  v.  BaU^  14  R.  I. 

In  ejectment  wherein  the  plaintiff's  title  rested  on  possession  for  more 
than  twenty  years,  the  locus  was  a  long,  sandy  waste  along  the  seashore, 
and  the  defendants  were  mere  intruders.  The  plaintiff,  a  municipal 
corporation,  had  by  vot€  let  the  locus  year  by  year  from  1829  to  1876. 
The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  to  show  title  the  town  must  prove 
open,  adverse,  actual  and  exclusive  possession  for  twenty  continuous 
years,  and  that  the  votes,  though  they  were  evidence  of  a  claim  of 
right  on  the  part  of  the  town,  were  noi  sufficient  to  prove  title  by  pos- 
session unless  the  lessees  took  actual  possession  under  them,  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  town  to  show  that  the  possession  of  its 
lessees  was  continuous  in  the  sense  of  their  being  on  the  premises  all 
the  time,  and  that  if  the  lessees  were  in  possession  of  any  part  of  said 
East  Beach  (the  locus),  under  the  votes  it  might  be  considered  that  they 
were  in  possession  of  the  whole  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  title  by 
possession  by  the  town."  Held^  that  the  instruction  under  the  circum- 
stances contained  no  error  entitling  the  defendants  to  a  new  trial.  Held, 
further',  that  passage  over  the  locus  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  to 
get  seaweed  or  sand,  or  use  of  the  locus  for  temporary  deposit  of  sea- 
weed, would  not  amount  to  an  interruption  of  the  possession :  Id. 
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There  being  e video ce  to  show  that  the  locus  was  known  as  the  East 
Beach,  Held,  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
town  let  the  locus  by  the  name  of  the  East  Beach  :  Jd. 

Notice. 

Bona  fide  Purchase — Lis  pendens — Consideration, — To  subject  a 
purchaser  to  the  notice  of  lis  pendens^  in  the  absence  of  actual  notice, 
the  purchase  must  be  made  from  one  who  was  a  party  to  the  suit  at  the 
time :  Marchbanks  v.  Banks,  44  Ark. 

A  purchaser,  though  without  notice  of  outstanding  equities,  is  not  an 
innocent  purchaser  unless  he  has  paid  the  whole  consideration.  Pay- 
ment of  part  and  securing  the  residue  to  be  paid,  are  not  sufficient. 
Bat  he  has  an  equity  to  reclaim  out  of  the  property  the  part  innocently 
paid :  Id, 

Partnership.    See  Mines  and  Mining, 

A^eements  between — Liability. — Partners  may  make  any  agreements 
they  see  proper  for  the  management  of  their  joint  affairs;  but  the  pro- 
visioDS  of  such  agreements  are  liable,  at  least  in  a  court  of  equity,  to  be 
controlled  or  qualified,  or  to  be  held  altogether  waived,  when  the  assent 
of  all  the  partners  may  be  fairly  inferred  from  their  acts  and  declarations 
in  the  conduct  of  the  firm  affairs  :  Hall  v.  Sannoner,  44  Ark. 

One  partner  is  not  liable  to  another  for  an  honest  mistake  of  judg- 
ment as  to  what  will  be  most  beneficial  to  the  common  interest :  Id 

Survioinff  Partner — Expenses  of  unsuccessful  Litigation. — A  surviving 
partner  who,  in  good  faith  and  under  an  honest  belief  that  he  has  a 
good  defence,  resists,  by  litigation,  but  unsuccessfully,  the  collection  of 
a  claim  against  the  partnership  estate,  will  be  entitled  to  contribution 
for  the  reasonable  expenses  of  the  litigation  as  part  of  the  expenses  of 
winding  up  the  partnership  affairs :  Lee  v.  Dolan,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Patent.    See  Equity. 

Receiver. — A  receiver  of  an  insolvent  debtor  is  entitled  to  a  patent 
right  belonging  to  the  debtor  :  Petition  of  Keach,  14  R.  I. 

The  words  in  this  statutory  provision  exempted  from  attachment  by 
law,"  mean  exempt  by  statute  :  7c?. 

Under  this  statutory  provision  the  court  may  order  the  debtor  to 
assign  his  patent  right  to  the  receiver  :  Id. 

Claims  for  Combinations. — In  patents  for  combinations  of  mechanism, 
limitations  and  provisos  imposed  by  the  inventor,  especially  such  as 
were  introduced  into  an  application  after  it  had  been  persistently 
rejected,  must  be  strictly  construed  against  the  inventor  and  in  favor 
of  the  public,  and  looked  upon  as  in  the  nature  of  disclaimers :  Sargent 
V.  HaU  Safe  and  Lock  Co.,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Payment. 

AppliccUion  of. — The  right  of  a  creditor  to  make  application  of  pay- 
ments to  one  of  several  debts  owing  from  his  debtor,  applies  only  to 
those  debts  then  due;  and. does  not  apply  at  all  where  the  debtor  him- 
self makes  the  appropriation  :  Gates  v.  Burkett,  44  Ark. 
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Pleading. 

Replication — Fraud. — A  replication  of  fraud  to  a  plea  of  release  must 
set  out  the  fraudulent  acts  relied  on,  that  the  court  may  determine 
whether  they  amount  to  fraud,  and  that  the  defendant  may  know  on 
what  to  take  issue :  Friedhurg  v.  Knight^  14  R.  I. 

Pre-js^mption.    See  United  States. 

Eailroad.    See  Taxation, 

Receiver.   See  Patent 

Statute. 

Repeal  hy  Implication. — Where  there  are  two  -statutes  on  the  same 
subject,  passed  at  different  dates,  and  it  is  plain  from  the  framework 
and  substance  of  the  last  that  it  was  intended  to  cover  the  whole  sub- 
ject, and  to  be  a  complete  and  perfect  system  in  itself,  the  last  act  must 
be  held  to  be  a  legislative  declaration  that  whatever  is  embraced  in  it 
shall  prevail,  "and  whatever  is  excluded  is  discarded  and  repealed: 
Bracken  v.  Smith,  39  N.  J.  Eq. 

Street.    See  ^c/tbn;  Constitutional  Law, 
Sunday. 

Contra/rt — Ratification. — A  contract  of  sale  made  on  Sunday  is  void; 
but  the  parties  to  it  may,  on  a  subsequent  week  day,  affirm  or  adopt  its 
terms,  and  so  become  bound  by  them  ;  and  a  receipt  of  the  purchase 
money  by  the  vendor  on  a  week  day,  would  be  an  affirmance  of  it  and 
make  it  good,  at  least  from  that  time.  And  a  demand  of  payment  on  a 
week  day  would  have  the  same  effect  as  to  the  vendor,  and  would  com- 
pel the  purchaser  to  elect  either  to  adopt  the  Sunday  terms  or  to  insist 
on  their  invalidity  :  McKinney  v.  Bemby,  44  Ark. 

Tax.    See  Constitutional  Law. 
Taxation 

Exemption  of  Railroad — Subsequent  Purchaser — Consolidation. — 
Exemption  from  taxation  granted  to  a  railroad  corporation  is  a  personal 
privilege,  incapable  of  transfer,  and  does  not  pass  to  the  purchaser  of 
the  road  under  a  mortgage  :  Arkansas  Midland  Railroad  Co,  v.  Berry, 
44  Ark. 

The  exemption  from  taxation  granted  by  charter  to  the  Arkansas  Mid- 
land Railroad  Company,  was  lost  by  the  subsequent  consolidation  of  that 
company  with  the  Little  Rock  and  Helena  Railroad  Company,  forming 
the  Central  Railroad  Company :  Id. 

Tenants  in  Common.   See  lYauds,  Statute  of. 

United  States. 

Pre-emption  Laws — Requirement  of  Residence. — The  pre-emption 
laws  of  the  United  States  are  intended  for  the  benefit  of  persons  making 
a  settlement  upon  the  public  lands,  followed  by  residence  and  improve- 
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ment  and  the  erection  of  a  dwelling  thereon.  This  implies  a  residence 
both  continuous  and  personal.  The  settler  may  be  excused  for  tempo- 
rary absences,  caused  by  well-founded  apprehensions  of  violence,  by 
sickness,  by  the  presence  of  an  epidemic,  by  judicial  compulsion,  or  by 
engagement  in  the  military  or  naval  service.  Except  in  such  and  like 
cases  the  requirement  of  a  continuous  residence  on  the  part  of  the  settler 
is  imperative  :  BofaR  v.  DiUa,  S.  0.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 
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EMPLOYEES  AS  FIDUCIARIES  OF  THEIR  EMPLOYERS. 

No  principle  is  more  firmly  settled  than  that  a  court  of  equity 
exacts  fidelity  and  loyalty  from  agents  and  fiduciaries  of  every  sort 
to  their  principal,  &nd  will  strip  them  of  all  advantages  obtained  by 
breach  of  trust  and  confidence.  It  will  clothe  th«m  with  the 
character  and  responsibility  of  trustees  as  respects  dealings  and 
purchases  which  involve  a  breach  of  good  faith,  and  will  turn  over 
upon  just  terms  the  fruits  of  such  transactions  to  the  principal : 
CHenwaters  v.  Miller,  49  Miss.  160,  166.  This  is  a  rule  of 
elementary  law  supported  by  an  almost  endless  array  of  citations 
from  English  and  American  text  writers,  as  well  as  by  a  multitude 
of  cases  illustrative  of  the  manifold  application  of  the  principle  by 
the  Federal  and  the  various  state  courts,  together  with  those  of  the 
mother  country.  The  principle  might  also  be  fortified  by  citations 
from  the  civil  law.  It  is  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  equity  juris- 
prudence, and  has,  so  oflen  as  a  case  came  before  them,  received 
the  sanction  of  the  purest  and  most  illustrious  chancellors  and 
equity  lawyers.  It  prevails  wherever  the  rule  of  conscience  and 
good  morals  has  found  a  home.  The  only  questions  that  can  arise 
in  connection  with  the  rule  are  :  Is  the  person  a  fiduciary  within 
its  scope  ?    Was  his  conduct  such  as  to  fall  within  its  meaning  ? 

It  is  not  unfrequently  attempted  to  restrict  the  rule  to  persons 
who  are  expressly  created  the  agents,  trustees,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, guardians  or  attorneys  of  the  beneficiaries.    This  narrow 
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construction  of  the  rule  has  never  been  sanctioned.  The  criterion 
by  which'  to  judge  whether  the  person  is  within  the  rule  is,  not  the 
technical  name — attorney,  guardian  or  trustee — by  which  he  has 
been  designated,  but  the  relation  subsisting  between  him  and  his 
beneficiary.  Is  it  a  fiduciary  relation  ?  Does  it  imply  trust  and 
confidence,  together  with  the  knowledge  of  another's  affairs.  If  so, 
then  he  is  a  fiduciary  within  the  rule.  Thus  directors,  officers, 
agents  and  employees  of  corporations  or  of  firms,  attorneys,  execu- 
tors, administrators,  guardians,  any  and  all  persons  who  are  placed 
in  such  relation  to  another,  by  the  act  or  consent  of  that  other,  or 
the  act  of  a  third  person,  or  of  the  law,  that  they  become  interested 
for  him,  or  interested  with  him  in  any  subject  of  property  or 
business,  are  prohibited  from  acquiring  rights  in  that  subject 
antagonistic  to  the  person  with  whose  interests  they  have  become 
associated.  Lord  St.  Leonards  says :  It  may  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  proposition  that  trustees  who  have  accepted  the  trust  (unless 
they  are  nominally  such  to  preserve  contingent  remainders),  agents, 
commissioners  of  bankrupts,  assignees  of  bankrupts,  or  their  part- 
ners in  business,  solicitors  to  the  commission,  auctioneers,  or  others 
who  have  been  consulted  as  to  the  mode  of  sale,  counsel  or  any 
person  who  being  employed  or  concerned  in  the  affairs  of  another 
have  acquired  a  knowledge  of  his  property,  are  incapable  of  pur- 
chasing said  property  themselves  except  under  the  restrictions 
which  will  shortly  be  mentioned.  *  *  *  For  if  persons  having 
confidential  character  were  permitted  to  avail  themselves  of  any 
knowledge  acquired  in  that  capacity,  they  might  be  induced  to  con- 
ceal their  information,  and  not  to  exercise  it  for  the  benefit  of  per- 
sons relying  on  their  integrity.  The  characters  are  inconsistent:'* 
Sugden  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers  {14tlj  ed.)  406,  top  page.  The 
breadth  and  scope  of  his  lordship's  propositions  are  especially 
noticeable.  Even  more  so  are  Mr.  Bispham's  observations.  ^'The 
rule  under  discussion  applies  not  only  to  persons  standing  in  a 
direct  fiduciary  relation  towards  others,  as  trustees,  executors, 
attorneys  and  agents,  but  also  to  those  who  occupy  any  position  out 
of  which  a  similar  duty  ought  in  equity  and  good  morals  to  arise. 
Thus  it  will  be  enforced  against  partners,  tenants  in  common,  tenants 
for  life,  mortgagees,  a  husband,  attorneys  at  law,  and  vendees  under 
articles,  in  favor  of  copartners,  cotenants,  tenants  in  remainder, 
mortgagors,  a  wife,  clients  and  vendors,  respectively;  and  these 
instances  must  be  considered  only  as  illustrations  of  the  principk 
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and  not  as  an  exhaustive  catalogue  of  the  parties  to  whom  it  will  he 
confined"    Bispham^s  Equity,  sect.  93. 

Having  broadly  indicated  the  persons  falling  within  the  scope 
of  the  principle,  it  will  be  interesting  to  examine  some  of  the  cases 
upon  the  very  borderland  of  its  application.  Winn  employed 
Dillon  to  obtain  for  him  certain  information  as  to  lands  in  order 
that  he  might  enter  them,  which  information  Dillon  gave,  but 
afterwards  entered  the  same  in  his  own  name.  He  was  not 
employed  by  Winn  to  enter  them  for  him,  but  only  to  furnish  him 
this  information.  It  was  held^  that  a  relation  of  private  trust  and 
confidence  was  thus  created  which  disabled  Dillon  from  doing  any 
act  or  acquiring  any  interest  in  the  property  adverse  to  the  interest 
of  Winn:  Wiyin  v.  Dillon^  27  Miss.  494,  citing  Murphey  y,  Sloan^ 
24  Miss.  668. 

Another  case,  in  Wisconsin,  involved  the  sale  of  a  company's 
property  to,  among  others,  its  superintendent,  concerning  whom 
the  court,  by  Ryan,  C.  J.,  in  deciding  the  sale  voidable,  said : 
"  The  superintendent  appears  to  have  occupied  such  a  confidential 
position  under  the  corporation.  He  appears  to  have  had  the 
principal  charge  of  the  general  business  of  the  corporation,  appar- 
ently of  all  its  business,  possibly  with  exceptions  not  material  here. 
The  prosperity  of  the  corporation  was  thus  largely  dependent  upon 
him.  He  appears  to  have  been  in  charge  of  the  books,  accounts, 
vouchers,  papers,  &c.,  of  the  corporation.  He  thus  had  peculiar 
opportunity  of  intimate  and  accurate  knowledge  of  its  aflfairs,  per- 
haps better  than  the  other  oflicers,  certainly  better  than  stockholders 
not  officers.  He  must  have  been  presumed  to  have  been  intimately 
and  accurately  acquainted  with  the  financial  condition  and  prospects 
of  the  corporation,  perhaps  better  than  the  other  officers,  certainly 
better  than  stockholders  not  officers.  He  stood  toward  the  cor- 
poration in  very  much  the  same  relation  as  the  agents  and  stewards 
in  the  English  cases  stood  toward  their  principals."  Cook  v.  Ber- 
lin W.  M.  Co.,  48  Wis.  '483,  444.  See  also,  Blake  v.  Buffalo 
Creek  Ed.  Co.,  56  N.  H.  485. 

In  another  instance  plaintiffs  were  warehousemen,  having  in  their 
employ  one  Andrew,  as  clerk  or  agent  in  and  about  their  business. 
He  had  access  to  their  books  and  papers  and  knowledge  of  their 
business  and  customers.  Plaintiffs'  lease  of  the  premises  occupied 
by  them  was  about  to  expire,  and  they  were  negotiating  with  the 
landlord  for  a  renewal  of  it.    During  the  negotiation  Andrew^ 
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without  authority  from  the  plaintiffs^  told  the  landlord  that  they 
would  probably  give  up  the  warehouse,  and  if  so,  he  would  take  it, 
and  the  landlord,  without  receiving  definite  information  from  the 
plaintiffs  that  they  intended  to  surrender  the  premises,  but  believ- 
ing such  would  be  the  case,  gave  Andrew  and  an  associate  a  lease 
of  them.  Andrew's  object  in  obtaining  the  lease  was  to  go  into 
the  warehouse  business  on  his  own  account,  and  he  solicited  from 
some  of  the  plaintiffs'  customers  their  storage,  stating  that  he  had 
become  the  lessee  of  the  warehouse  because  Gower  &  Gilman  (the 
plaintiffs),  did  not  want  it  any  longer.  During  all  this  time  An- 
drew was  in  the  employ  of  plaintiffs,  but  he  was  dismissed  as  soon 
as  they  learned  he  had  taken  the  lease,  and  an  injunction  applied 
for.  Myrice,  J.,  for  the  court,  said:  "We  think  the  injunction 
should  have  been  granted.  ♦  *  *  We  understand  it  to  be  the  duty 
of  the  employee  to  devote  his  entire  acts,  so  far  as  his  acts  may 
affect  the  business  of  his  employer,  to  the  interests  and  service  of 
the  employer ;  that  he  can  engage  in  no  business  detrimental  to 
the  business  of  his  employer;  and  that  he  should  in  no  case  be  per- 
mitted to  do  for  his  own  benefit  that  which  would  have  the  efiect  of 
destroying  the  business  to  sustain  and  carry  on  which  his  services 
have  been  secured.  *  *  *  It  seems  to  us  that  if  Andrew  desired 
to  engage  in  the  same  business  as  his  employers,  on  his  own  ac- 
count, a  very  plain  and  very  proper  course  was  open  to  him,  viz.: 
to  state  to  them  all  the  facts  and  ask  them  to  determine  whether 
they  desired  a  renewal.  By  pursuing  the  course  which  he  did  he 
gave  Hopkins  the  landlord  an  inducement  not  only  not  to  give  plain- 
tiffs a  renewal  at  a  decreased  rental,  but  also  an  inducement  not  to 
renew  at  the  then  rental ;  and  he  compelled  plaintiffs  to  have  an 
unknown  competitor  who  based  his  action  upon  knowledge  acquired 
by  him  while  in  their  employ.  We  do  not  think  that  this  is  equity, 
or  good  conscience."    Gower  v.  Afidrews,  69  Cal.  119. 

The  question  was  even  more  thoroughly  examined  in  Davis  v. 
ffamliny  108  111.  39.  In  this  case  Hamlin,  the  lessee  of  the  Grand 
Opera  House  in  Chicago,  employed  Davis  as  manager.  Acting  as 
manager  Davis  corresponded  with  parties  having  attractions  in 
reference  to  the  terms  on  which  they  could  be  engaged,  allotted  to 
these  attractions  the  time  they  were  to  occupy  the  house,  employed 
the  workmen,  supernumeraries,  orchestra  and  other  theatrical  help, 
supervised  books  and  accounts,  paid  bills,  and  made  nightly  settle- 
ments with  parties  performing  at  the  house,  and  in  general  did 
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everything  which  a  proprietor  or  manager  of  a  theatre  usually  does, 
subject  only  to  Hamlin's  approval  or  veto.  He  knew  the  theatre 
was  profitable  property  and  conceived  the  idea  of  securing  the  re- 
newal of  the  lease  of  it  to  himself.  He  went  to  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  Borden,  and  made  an  offer  to  rent  the  theatre  at  a  rental 
of  $5000  in  excess  of  Hamlin's  offer.  This  offer  was  secret,  and 
in  reply  to  Hamlin's  inquiry  whether  he  was  bidding  for  the  house 
he  denied  that  he  was  doing  so  and  advised  Hamlin  not  to  offer 
more  than  a  reasonable  price  for  it.  He  secured  the  lease,  and 
Hamlin  filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  him  from  transferring  it  to  innocent 
parties  without  notice  and  to  compel  its  assignment  to  him.  Davis 
claimed  that  he  was  not  within  the  rule  giving  a  cestui  que  trust 
the  benefit  of  his  trustee's  acts,  because  he  had  not  been  employed 
to  procure  leases,  but  only  to  act  as  manager  of  the  theatre ;  that  it 
was  no  part  of  his  duties  as  business  manager  to  obtain  a  new  lease 
of  the  theatre.  Chancellor  Tuley,  in  deciding  the  case  at  nisi 
prius,  said :  I  cannot  agree  with  defendant's  counsel  in  this  nar- 
row limitation  of  this  broad  principle  of  equity  founded  upon  good 
morals  and  public  policy.  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  that  a  confi- 
dential employee  in  a  business,  in  order  to  come  within  the  rule, 
should  have  any  specific  duty  to  perform  in  a  matter  which  may 
affect  that  business.  His  duty  n^ed  not  necessarily  be  an  active 
duty.  It  may  be  one  of  abstention  only,  or  negative  in  its 
character.  In  this  case  it  was  clearly  the  duty  of  Davis  to 
abstain  from  doing  anything  which  would  interfere  with  his  em- 
ployer in  his  efforts  to  obtain  an  extension  of  his  lease.  It  was 
his  duty  not  to  overbid  his  employer.  It  was  his  duty  not  to 
place  himself  in  a  position  where  his  duty  as  employee  and  his 
interest  would  come  in  conflict.  It  was  his  duty  to  inform  his  em- 
ployer of  all  facts  coming  to  his  knowledge  touching  the  re-leasing 
of  the  theatre ;  but  in  place  thereof  he  concealed  from  him  and 
denied  his  own  efforts  to  obtain  the  lease,  thereby  practically  remov- 
ing the  competition  of  his  employer."  *  *  *  "  If  Davis  had  gone  to 
Borden  (the  landlord)  and  offered  Borden  that  he  would  use  his 
confidential  relation  with  Hamlin — his  influence  over  Hamlin — to 
induce  ^im  to  pay  a  much  larger  rental  than  he  (Hamlin)  was  wil- 
ling to  pay  if  he  (Borden)  would  give  him  (Davis)  10  per  cent,  of 
the  rental  value  Hamlin  should  agree  to  pay,  and  Borden  had  ac- 
cepted, and  had  thereby  obtained  a  greater  rental  from  Hamlin, 
could  it  be  doubted  for  one  moment  but  that  a  court  of  equity  would 
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say  to  Davis :  '  You  cannot  in  good  morals  bold  that  10  per  cent, 
of  the  rental  for  your  own  use— it  must  be  turned  into  the  basiness 
of  which  you  agreed  to  take  the  10  per  cent,  of  the  net  profits  ?' 
Would  not  any  court  of  justice  stamp  the  act  as  one  of  breach  of 
confidence  and  treachery  on  the  part  of  Davis  towards  Hamlin?" 

If  such  would  be  the  nature  of  the  act  supposed,  how  can  his 
conduct  be  defensible  in  the  present  case  when  receiving  10  per 
cent,  of  the  net  profits  (this  was  Davis's  compensation)  he  attempts 
to  oust  his  employer  from  the  entire  business  and  appropriate  all 
the  profits  to  his  own  use."  (Per  TuLBT,  J.,  decision  not  printed.) 

This  view  was  upheld  by  the  appellate  court,  and  ultimately  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  and  which  said  in  reply  to  the  con- 
tention that  the  relation  between  Hamlin  and  Davis  was  that  of 
master  and  servant,  or  employer  and  employee,  that  the  rule  has 
never  been  applied  to  that  relation  as  a  class,  and  that  the  classes 
coming  within  the  principle  are  those  embraced  within  the  list  of 
defined  confidential  relations,  such  as  trustee  and  beneficiary,  guar- 
dian and  ward,  &c.  The  subject  is  not  comprehended  within  any 
such  narrowness  of  view  as  is  presented  on  appellant's  part.  In 
applying  the  rule  it  is  the  nature  of  the  relation  which  is  to  be  re- 
garded, and  not  the  designation  of  the  one  filling  the  relation." 
Per  Sheldon,  C.  J.,  in  Datna  v.  Hamlin^  108  111.  48.  See  also 
Ghreenlaw  v.  King^  6  Jur.  19 ;  Hamilton  v.  Wright^  9  CI.  &  Fin. 
Ill ;  Keech  v.  Sandford,  1  Lead.  Cas.  £q.  58 ;  Devall  v.  Bur- 
bridge,  4  W.  &  S.  806 ;  EiU  v.  Frazier,  22  Penn.  St.  820  ;  Fatr- 
man  v.  Bavin,  29  111.  76 ;  Oilman,  C.  ^  S.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Kelltf, 
77  111.  426  ;  BenneU  v.  Van  Syckel,  4  Duer  462 ;  Gillenwaten  v. 
Miller,  49  Miss.  160;  GrumUy  v.  W^hh,  44  Mo.  446. 

There  may  even  be  no  relation  of  employer  and  employee,  mas- 
ter and  servant,  attorney  and  client,  &c.,  &c.,  existing,  and  still  the 
parties  may  occupy  such  a  position  toward  each  other  of  trustee  and 
cestui  que  trust.  Ex  parte  Hughes,  6  Yesey  624,  illustrates  this 
point.  In  that  case  the  contract  was  one  of  sale.  The  person 
making  it  did  not  sustain  as  to  the  person  as  to  whom  the  contract 
was  declared  void  any  relation  of  trustee  or  agent.  He  was  simply 
his  creditor.  It  was  intended  by  the  debtor  s  representative,  a  re- 
ceiver, to  have  a  sale  of  the  debtor's  property,  and  a  consultation 
was  in  progress  in  a  private  room  as  to  the  upset  price  to  be  fixed 
for  said  sale.  Pending  this  discussion,  Mr.  Hughes,  the  creditor, 
entered,  and  was  informed  that  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion 
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among  those  present  as  to  what  price  cevtmn  of  the  property  should 
be  pHl  up  for  sale,  an  J  Mr.  liughea's  viewa  were  solicited.  He 
said  he  woaUl  abide  by  wliat  one  Mr.  Djkd  thought  right,  that  gen- 
tleuiui  having  heard  the  views  of  those  advocutlng  the  diflerent 
prices,  thought  the  property  should  he  put  up  at  SOOOf.,  mid  lo  this 
Mr,  Huglies  assented.  It  ^vas  accordingly  put  up  at  2000^.,  with  a 
decliinuion  that  if  any  otie  advanced  upon  that  sum  It  would  be 
knocked  down  to  bira.  After  a  considerable  time,  no  one  bidding,. 
Hughes  advanced  10/,,  and  was  declared  the  purchaser.  Lord 
Eldoit  said  s  **  *  *  *  I  do  not  impute  fraud  to  Hughes*  *  ♦  *  The 
question  m  very  considerable:  whether  Hughes  could  be  per- 
mitted to  bid*  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  an  opinion  upon  that, 
but  I  will  go  the  length  of  saying  it  is  eiitremely  difficult  in  equity 
to  sustain  the  title  of  a  person  dealing  under  the  circumitunces  in 
which  he  then  stood.  If  Hughes  could  bid,  or  the  solicitor  tender- 
iug  the  estate  to  sale,  or  agents  for  the  sale  however  constituted, 
mil  if  the  danger  of  that  species  of  transaction  is  compared  with 
the  danger  of  a  purchase  by  a  trustee,  the  court  would  overlook  a 
danger  far  more  considerable  than  that  at  which  it  looks  with  so 
niach  anxiety/'  See  also  T^rre^  v*  Bank  of  New  Orleam^  9  Paige 
Gi9;  Grtenlaw  v.  King,  5  Jur.  18,  where  Lord  Cottekham 
approves  Ex  partt  Hughes, 

The  priuciple  deducible  from  all  the  cases  is  that  where  a  man  is 
employed  in  anywise  on  another's  behalf  or  occupies  any  fiduciary 
relation  towards  such  other,  no  matter  how  such  employment  or 
relation  may  have  arisen  or  been  created,  he  cannot  take  to  himself 
say  benefit  growing  out  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  employment  or 
relation,  whatever  may  be  the  manner  of  the  taking.  An  employee, 
igent  or  fiduciary  cannot  make  himself  an  adverse  parly  to  his 
principaK  This  is  a  consequence  of  the  confidential  relation  sub- 
sisting between  the  parties,  and  not  of  the  fact  that  one  of  them  is 
tecbmcally  named  an  agent,  or  guardian,  or  attorney  or  other  well- 
knowQ  designation  of  trust*  The  criterion  is  the  relation  not  the 
name.  Nor  is  there  room  for  any  moral  hair-splitting  or  sophistical 
reasoning  in  applying  the  rule  to  all  fiducinries  whatsoever.  The 
principle  is  not  to  be  trifled  away.  It  is  a  just  rule,  sanctioned  by 
the  promptings  of  every  honest  man's  heart  and  conscience.  It 
sliould  be  firmly  upheld  and  applied,  whether  a  precedent  be  found 
for  applying  it  to  the  case  in  hand  or  not*  It  is  enough  if  such  a 
case  be  within  the  principle  and  the  reason  thereof    It  cannot  bo 


432 


MITCHELL  V.  DARLEY  MAIN  COLLIERY  CO. 


said  that  a  court  of  equity  can  go  nowhere  except  it  has  some  spe- 
cific case,  like  a  plank  to  walk  forth  upon.  As  Judge  Tulet  re- 
marked in  the  Eamlin-Davis  case :  The  law  recognises  the  &ct 
that  the  business  of  the  world  cannot  be  carried  on  without  confi- 
dential relations  existing,  and  also  that  man  is  ^  uneo'  weak  and 
little  to  be  trusted,  and  therefore  declares  the  person  occupying  the 
fiduciary  relation  incapacitated,  as  against  his*  employer  to  obtain 
any  interest  or  advantage  by  a  breach  of  the  trust  relation,  or  in 
the  language  of  one  of  the  judges,  '  The  wise  policy  of  the  law  has 
therefore  put  the  sting  of  disability  into  the  temptation  as  a  defen- 
sive weapon  against  the  strength  of  the  danger  which  lies  in  the 
situation.'  "  (Per  TuLBY,  C.  J.,  decision  in  Hamlin  v.  i)ap»,  not 
reported.  Adelbert  Hamilton. 

Chicago. 
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The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  certain  land,  and  in  1867  and  1868,  bat  not  afler- 
wards,  the  defendants  worked  a  seam  of  coal  lying  under  and  near  to  the  plaintifTs 
land,  which  subsided  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's  excavation.  Some  cottages 
of  the  plaintiff  standing  on  his  land  were  damaged  by  the  subsidence  and  were  re- 
paired by  the  defendants.  In  1882  a  second  subsidence  of  the  plaintilTs  land 
occurred  owing  to  the  defendant's  workings  in  1867  and  1868,  and  the  plaintiff's 
cottages  were  again  damaged.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  maintain  an 
action  for  the  damage  done  to  his  cottages  in  1882,  and  that  his  right  to  sue  was  not 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Nicklin  y.  Williamsy  10  Es.  259  ;  Backhouae  Bofiomi,  £.,  B.  &  £.  622  ;  9  H. 
L.  Cas.  SOS;  WhUehoute  r.  Felhwes,  10  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  765,  discussed ;  LanA  t. 
Walker^  S  Q.  B.  Div.  289,  overruled. 

Action  for  damages  for  injuries  done  to  three  cottages  and  six 
perches  of  land  belonging  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  writ  of  sammons  was  issued  on  the  27tli  of  December  1882, 
and  the  action  itself  came  on  for  trial  before  Hawkins,  J.,  at  the 
Summer  Assizes  held  at  Leeds  in  August  1883,  and  the  following 
facts  were  admitted  or  proved : 

On  or  about  the  11th  of  December  1866,  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue 
of  a  deed  of  conveyance  bearing  date  on  that  day,  became  the  ten* 
ant  in  fee  simple  of  six  perches  of  land  situate  at  Ward  Green,  in 
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Wc>r5brt)iigh,  in  th€  parish  of  Darfield,  Yorkshire.  Prior  to  the 
year  187 six  cottages  had  been  erected  thereon,  and  in  or  iibout 
tliit  year,  these  six  cottages  were  pulled  down^  and  three  cotuigea 
were  erected  on  the  site  of  them.  The  defendants  were  the  I 
of  a  seam  of  coal  about  nine  feet  in  thickness  under  the  land  upon 
which  the  plaintiif'a  cottages  stood,  and  under  certain  adjoining 
had;  they  had  worked  the  seam  during  the  years  1867  and  1868, 
but  not  afterwards.  A  subsidence  owing  to  tlie  defendants'  work- 
ings took  place  in  18G8  und  continued  until  1871,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs aijc  cottages  which  then  stood  upon  his  land  were  damaged  by 
tbt  subsidence,  and  were  afterwards  repaired  by  the  defendants- 
la  1882  a  further  subsidence,  caused  either  wholly  or  in  part  by  the 
dtjfeodant's  excavations  during  1867  and  1868,  occurred,  and  thereby 
dniaage  was  done  to  the  plainti if  land,  and  to  the  three  cottages  then 
sianding  thereon*  The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover  com* 
pensation  for  the  damage  done  by  the  subiidence  happening  in  1882, 
lad  the  defendants^  amongst  other  defences,  pleaded  that  the  alleged 
causes  of  action  did  not  arise  within  si  at  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue  was  barred 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  jury  summoned  to  try  the  issues  of  fact  having  been  dis- 
cbarged  by  consent,  the  action  was  reserved  for  further  coneidera- 
lion,  and  ultimately  Hawkins,  J,,  directed  judgment  to  be  entered 
for  the  defendants.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  Lamb 
f*  Walker^  Z  Q,  B.  Div.  389,  was  an  authority  in  point  for  the 
present  action,  and  felt  himself  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  major- 
ity of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  in  that  case. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Alfred  Wilh,  Q.  B.  (a      Mlu,  with  him),  for  plaintiff. 

J&hn  Forbes^  Q.  C,  (Pam,  with  him),  for  defendants. 

Brett,  M.  — In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  brought  an  action 
against  the  defendants  for  an  injury  to  his  property  arising,  as  he 
alleges^  from  something  done  by  the  defendants  on  their  own  pro- 
perty. The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  property  on  the  surface,  and 
the  defendants  were,  and  are,  the  owners  of  the  mines  immediately 
under  or  close  to  the  plaintiff' s  property*  In  1868  the  defendants 
worked  out  the  whole  of  one  seam  of  coal,  said  to  have  been  a 
leam  of  about  nine  feet  in  thickness.    It  would  seem  that  soon 
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after  that  excavation  of  theirs,  and  by  reason  of  it,  the  surface 
was  interfered  with  and  sank,  and  in  consequence  of  that  sinking 
some  property  of  the  plaintiff* s  was  damaged.  The  plaintiff  made 
a  claim  in  respect  of  that  damage  to  his  property,  and  it  was  re- 
paired by  the  defendants.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  precisely  the 
same  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  brought  an  action  against  the  defendants 
and  had  recovered  damages ;  the  money  would  have  been  wanted 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  ezebute  the  repairs.  It  is  not  alleged  by 
the  plaintiff  that  any  further  damage  was  done  to  any  property  of 
his  by  the  actual  subsidence  which  then  took  place,  that  is,  soon 
after  1868.  If  the  ground  had  not  moved  any  more,  there  would 
have  been  no  further  injury  to  his  houses.  The  houses  had  been 
repaired  and  there  was  an  end  of  that.  It  seems  clear  to  me  that, 
perhaps  in  consequence  of  something  that  was  done  by  somebody 
else,  and  certainly  not  in  consequence  of  the  defendants  having 
done  anything  in  the  meantime,  but  having  left  this  excavation  as  it 
was,  a  subsidence  took  place :  not  the  same  subsidence  which  had 
done  the  former  injury,  but  a  new  subsidence;  and  the  plaintiff 
alleges — and  I  think  it  must  be  taken  to  be  so — that  this  new  sub- 
sidence has  done  him  some  appreciable  injury.  Accordingly  he 
brings  this  action  in  respect  ,  of  an  appreciable  injury  caused  by 
that  new  subsidence.  The  objection  taken  to  him  is,  that  he  has 
brought  this  action  too  late.  The  argument  is  that  as  he  has  brought 
this  action  more  than  six  years  after  that  first  subsidence  which  gave 
him  a  cause  of  action,  therefore  he  cannot  maintain  it,  because  in 
an  action  brought  at  the  time  of  the  former  subsidence  he  might 
have  recovered  damages  prospectively  for  what  has  since  happened 
to  him.  That  is  the  answer  of  the  defendants.  The  reply  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  is  this  :  the  fact  of  the  defendants  excavating 
their  minerals  gave  him  no  cause  of  action  ;  it  did  him  no  injury 
by  itself;  they  had  a  right  to  do  it ;  the  mines  were  their  own  pro- 
perty, and  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  do  what  they  liked  with  their 
own,  so  long  as  they  did  not  hurt  him.  When  they  excavated  the 
minerals  which  were  their  own  property,  if  they  had  then  and  there 
taken  means  to  prevent  the  sinking  of  the  plaintiff* s  property,  he 
would  have  had  no  cause  of  action  against  them ;  what  they  did  in  ex- 
cavating was  perfectly  lawful,  if  they  had  taken  care  that  in  so 
using  their  property,  they  did  not  hurt  him :  but  in  1868,  or  imme- 
diately afterwards,  they  did  something  which  did  give  him  a  cause 
of  action,  that  is,  they  caused  his  land  to  subside,  and  that  subsi- 
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dence  caased  by  them  was  his  cause  of  action ;  they  caused  that 
subsidence  by  mining,  and  by  not  propping  so  as  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff* s  land  subsiding  afterwards.  That  cause  of  action  was  Bet- 
tied  between  them  when  they  repaired  his  houses ;  but  now  they  have 
done  him  a  new  and  wholly  independent  injury ;  they  have  caused 
his  land  to  subside  again.  It  is  true  that  in  this  case  it  is  at  the 
same  spot  as  before,  but  it  might  have  been  a  hundred  yards  ofi*  :  it 
is  a  new  subsidence.  They  have  caused  that  subsidence  by  the  ex- 
cavation of  the  minerals  in  1868,  and  by  not  having  filled  up  tluit 
excavation  before  1882.  It  is  no  answer  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect 
of  this  new  subsidence,  which  is  the  new  injury  to  him,  to  tell  him 
that  the  eauaa  caMana  of  that  was  the  same  as  the  causa  causam 
of  the  old  subsidence.  That  causa  catisana  gave  to  the  plain  tif!  no 
right  of  action  at  all  in  either  case;  but  the  two  different  results 
from  it  have  given  the  plaintiff  two  causes  of  action,  and  although 
it  is  true  to  say  that  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  successive  actions 
for  damages  cannot  be  maintained,  yet  there  may  be  any  number  of 
successive  causes  of  action.  That  is  the  whole  dispute  between  the 
parties.  Therefore  we  must  consider  what  is  the  real  cause  of  action. 

In  Backhouse  v.  Bonomu  9  H.  L.  Cas.  503,  it  was  argued  that 
the  cause  of  action  was  the  excavation,  and  that  the  subsidence  was 
merely  a  damage  resulting  from  the  excavation.  Upon  that  argu- 
ment it  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  the  action  waa 
brought  too  late,  because  it  was  brought  more  than  six  years  after 
the  excavation,  although  it  was  commenced  within  six  years  after 
the  subsidence.  The  application  of  Backhouse  v.  Bonomi,  9  H.  L, 
Cas.  503,  depends  upon  a  view  of  the  facts,  which  was  raised  by  a 
question  proposed  to  the  learned  judges.  That  question  had  nothing 
to  do  with  successive  subsidences,  the  consequence  of  one  excavation. 
The  question  put  to  the  judges  was,  in  effect,  that  if  there  is  only 
one  subsidence,  the  result  of  one  excavation,  is  the  Statute  of  Lim- 
itations to  run  from  the  time  of  the  excavation  or  from  the  time  of 
the  subsidence,  the  words  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  being  that 
an  action  must  be  brought  within  six  years  after  the  cause  of  action 
accrued  ?  That  raises  the  question,  what,  in  such  a  case,  is  the  cause 
of  action  ?  If  the  excavation  was  the  cause  of  action,  it  having 
been  rendered  wrongful  by  the  subsequent  subsidence,  even  in 
that  view  the  wrongful  act  was  the  excavation.  But  the  House  of 
Lords  held  that  the  excavation  was  not  originally  a  wrongful  act, 
and  because  it  is  not  originally  a  wrongful  act,  it  is  not  made 
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a  wrongful  act  by  something  happening  sabsequently.  An  act 
which  is  right  at  the  time  when  it  is  done  cannot  be  tamed  into  a 
wrongful  act  by  something  that  happens  sabsequently.  Therefore, 
it  was  held  that  the  excavation  was  not  the  cause  of  action ;  it  was 
only  the  cause  of  the  cause  of  action ;  the  cause  of  action  was  the 
subsidence,  and  that  alone  ;  the  defendant  had  so  used  his  property 
as  to  make  the  plaintiffs'  property  subside,  and  it  was  the  making 
their  property  subside  which  was  the  cause  of  action.  Thereupon, 
the  law  lords  said,  that  the  statute  ran  from  the  time  when  the  cause 
of  action  accrued,  and  that  was  the  moment  of  the  subsidence* 
Backhouse  v.  Bonomi^  seems  to  me  not  to  have  decided  in  direct 
terms  the  question  of  successive  subsidences,  although  I  think  that 
it  follows  from  Backhouse  v.  Bonomu  that  successive  subsidenoeF, 
when  they  are  independent  subsidences,  are  independent  causes  of 
action,  but  as  to  this  latter  point  Backhouse  v.  Bonomiy  does  not 
bind  us  by  its  authority. 

Nicklin  V.  Williams^  10  Ex.  259,  had  occurred  before  Bojckhomt 
V.  Bonomi.  I  do  not  think  it  was  necessary  in  Backhouse  y, 
Bonomi,  for  the  House  of  Lords  to  determine  whether  Nicklin  v. 
Williams^  was  right;  I  say  again  that  the  logical  conclusion  from 
Backhouse  v.  Bonomi  is  to  show  that  Nicklin  v.  Williams  was 
wrong,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  overrule  it.  If  Nicklin  v.  WiUiamM 
is  right,  we  ought  to  give  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants, 
because  that  case  raised  the  same  point  as  is  raised  now.  It  is  true 
that  the  question  in  that  case  was  raised  upon  demurrer,  but  it  vas 
precisely  the  same  as  that  now  raised,  because  there  an  excavation 
had  been  made  and  a  subsidence  had  happened.  The  defence  was 
that  the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  that  subsidence  had  been  satis- 
fied. The  plaintiffs  pleaded  as  a  new  assignment,  that  they  were  not 
suing  for  that  cause  of  action  which  had  been  satisfied,  but  for  a  new 
and  difiFerent  cause  of  action,  namely,  a  subsequent  subsidence.  It  was 
argued  for  the  defendant  that  the  new  assignment  was  bad,  for  it  is 
only  a  new  assignment  of  a  damage  which  was  the  result  of  the 
former  cause  of  action.  If  that  had  been  true,  the  objection  of 
the  defendant  would  have  been  good.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
upheld  the  argument  for  the  defendant,  and  they  decided  that  the 
new  assignment  was  bad.  Although  they  did  not  so  express  them- 
selves in  terms,  I  think  their  judgment  must  have  been  baaed  on 
the  ground  that  the  new  assignment  was  really  a  claim  for  more 
damages  than  had  been  recovered  in  the  first  action,  and  that  the 
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damages  claimed  were  damages  for  the  same  cause  of  action.  There- 
fore the  result  is  that  where  an  excavation  has  been  left  which  causes 
one  subsidence,  if  it  is  still  left  and  causes  another  subsidence,  then 
the  second  subsidence  is  a  part  of  the  damages  of  the  first  cause  of 
action,  and  is  not  itself  a  new  cause  of  action.  But  if  the  subsi- 
dence itself  is  the  cause  of  action,  and  if  the  two  subsidences  are 
different  and  independent  subsidences,  although  the  cau%a  cavsans 
of  both  is  the  same,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  are  two  different  causes 
of  action,  and  then  the  decision  in  Nicklin  v.  Williams  was  wrong. 
I  have  already  intimated  that  in  my  view  the  logical  conclusion 
from  Backhouse  v.  Bonomi  shows  distinctly  that  Nicklin  v.  Wil- 
liams  was  wrong.  Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Nicklin  v. 
Williams  cannot  be  supported  as  good  law. 

Then  we  come  to  the  case  of  Whitehotise  v.  FelloweSj  10  C.  B. 
(N.  S.)  765.    That  was  not  a  mining  case,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
it  raised  precisely  the  same  principle,  and  the  same  kind  of  question. 
There  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  made  a  covered  drain  by  the 
side  of  the  highway.    They  made  it  in  such  a  manner  that  it  col- 
lected water  in  it,  and  that  the  collected  water  was  caused  to  flow 
into  the  plaintiffs  mines.    The  drain  had  been  so  built  that  it  did 
not  allow  the  water  to  go  elsewhere  than  into  the  plaintiflTs  property. 
The  trustees  relied  upon  a  statutory  defence  that  they  had  made  the 
drain  more  than  three  months  before  action ;  but  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  had  sustained  damage  within  three  months.    What  is 
the  difference  between  the  two  cases  ?  In  the  one  case  an  excavation 
is  made  in  the  earth  by  an  owner  in  his  property,  the  result  of 
which  is  that  his  neighbor's  property  subsides.  In  Whitehouse  v. 
Fellowea,  supra,  a  drain  was  made  which  the  trustees  had  power 
to  alter,  or  to  take  up ;  they  made  it,  not  in  the  mine  owner's  pro- 
perty but  in  property  over  which  they  had  a  power,  and  which  there- 
fore, as  far  as  the  mine  owner  was  concerned  was  a  different  pro- 
perty from  his  ;  it  injured  him  and  gave  him  a  cause  of  action ;  and 
they  kept  the  drain  without  altering  it.    The  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  said  the  caiisa  causans  of  the  injury  to  the  property  was 
a  continuing  cause ;  but  that  cause  alone  gave  to  the  mine  owner 
no  cause  of  action,  it  was  a  cause  which  if  thereby  any  damage  was 
occasioned  to  the  mine  owner's  property,  would  immediately  give 
him  a  cause  of  action ;  it  had  given  a  cause  of  action  some  time  ago, 
but  since  that  the  trustees  continued  it;  they  might  have  stopped  it. 
the  continuing  causa  causans  remained,  and  remained  in  the  power 
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of  the  trustees,  and  that  caused  a  new  injury  to  the  mine  owner's 
property ;  that  was  a  new  cause  of  action  because  it  was  an  injury 
to  the  mine  owner's  property  in  each  case.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
case  of  Whitehouae  v.  Fettowea  is  in  direct  conflict  in  principle  with 
the  case  of  Nicklin  v.  Williama^  and  that  it  is  impossible  as  a  matter 
of  principle  to  allow  both  those  cases  to  stand  together.  Inasmuch  as 
I  have  already  expressed  an  opinion  that  Nicklin  y.  WilliafM  was 
wrongfully  decided,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Whitehotue  v. 
FelloweB  was  rightly  decided,  and  further  that  Whitehome  v.  Fel- 
lowes  is  in  accordance  with  the  principles  laid  down  in  Backhouse 
V.  Bonomi. 

Then  I  come  to  the  case  of  Lamb  v.  Walker,  3  Q.  B.  Div.  389, 
and,  to  show  how  difficult  all  this  is,  in  the  case  of  Lamb  v.  Wal- 
ker,  which  was  decided  after  the  other  two  cases  and  after  Back- 
house V.  Bonomi,  eminent  judges  of  great  learning  were  in  direct 
conflict  of  view,  and  anything  more  directly  in  conflict  than  the  yiews 
of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Manisty,  J.,  cannot  be  conceived. 
They  are  just  as  much  in  conflict  as  the  case  of  Whitehouse  v.  Fel- 
lowes  is  in  conflict  with  Nicklin  v.  Williams.  We  have  had  these 
judgments  carefully  analyzed  before  us  ;  and  I  think  that  we  must 
agree  either  with  the  Chief  Justice  or  with  Manisty,  J.,  and  if  we 
agree  with  one  of  them  we  must  disagree  with  the  other.  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  which  he 
might  have  founded  entirely  upon  Backhouse  s.  Borumi,  examines 
the  whole  subject  afresh,  and  gives  the  most  weighty  reasons  to  show, 
that  in  such  a  case  as  this  the  only  cause  of  action  is  the  subsidence 
of  the  plaintifT s  land,  and  if  that  subsidence  has  been  brought 
about  by  the  defendants — whether  or  not  by  the  omission  of  some- 
thing after  commission,  that  is,  without  taking  precautions  against 
the  consequences  of  an  act  of  commission  by  them — each  sub- 
sidence is  a  new  cause  of  action.  I  cannot  see  myself  any 
answer  to  the  case  put  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  which  is  this. 
Where  an  excavation  has  been  made,  and  a  subsidence  has  taken 
place,  it  may  be  true  that  for  all  the  effects,  both  existing  and  pro- 
spective, of  that  subsidence,  the  person  injured  ought  to  sue  at  once, 
and  I  incline  to  think  that  he  ought  It  is  not  necessary  to  deter- 
mine that  in  this  case,  but  I  am  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  he 
ought.  But  what  is  to  be  done  as  to  a  new  subsidence  ?  The  mine- 
owner  has  excavated  in  his  own  property ;  he  knows  that  he  has 
caused  a  subsidence  to  his  neighbor's  property,  and  he  knows  that 
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that  neighbor  is  entitled  to  damages  for  it ;  will  he  run  the  risk  of 
allowing  that  excavation  to  continue,  the  effects  of  which  he  may 
obviate  by  immediately  putting  a  wall  or  propping  up  his  own  pro- 
perty ?  There  is  nothing  to  prevent  him ;  will  he  allow  that  to  con- 
tinue or  will  he  not?  If  he  does  nothing,  he  is  not  counteracting 
the  effects  on  his  neighbor's  property  of  something  which  he  has 
done  on  his  own ;  he  is  not  counteracting  that  mischief  to  his 
neighbor  by  doing  something  on  his  own  property ;  and  if  there  is 
a  new  subsidence  that  will  give  his  neighbor  a  new  cause  of  action. 
The  Chief  Justice  says  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  the  jury, 
which  is  the  tribunal  that  is  to  give  damages  for  the  first  subsidence 
that  is  existing,  ought  to  give  damages  for  a  prospective  new  subsi- 
dence which  the  defendant  has  the  option  and  the  right  to  prevent; 
80  that,  although  before  the  verdict  of  the  first  jury  is  given,  or 
although  at  the  time  that  that  verdict  is  given  the  mine  owner  is 
doing  that  which  will  prevent  any  future  damage,  nevertheless  the 
jury  in  the  first  action  ought  to  take  into  consideration  the  pro- 
spective injury  which  might  be  thought  likely  to  occur  at  the  time 
when  the  action  was  brought.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  propo- 
sition which,  when  it  is  well  sifted  out  and  examined,  cannot  stand, 
and  therefore,  the  Chief  Justice's  reasoning,  of  itself,  and  without 
reference  to  Backhotise  v.  Bonomu  is  conclusive  to  show  that  each 
sabsidence  is  a  fresh  cause  of  action.  Besides  that,  it  seems  to  me 
in  accordance  with  what  was  decided  in  Backhouse  v.  Bonomi 
and  to  be  the  logical  result  of  Backhouse  v.  Bonomi.  Therefore, 
with  great  deference  to  my  Brother  Manisty,  I  think  the  judgment 
of  the  Chief  Justice  is  to  be  preferred.  I  think  that  the  judgment 
of  Mellor,  J.,  in  that  case  was  not  a  judgment  of  his  own  mind, 
acting  independently,  but  only  an  inquiry  whether  he  was  concluded 
by  authority,  and  at  that  moment  and  at  that  time  it  may  be  that 
the  case  was.  Therefore,  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice's 
view  that  each  subsidence  is  a  new  cause  of  action,  although  the 
causa  causans  of  each  subsidence  may  be  the  same. 

It  may  be  argued  that  the  causa  causans  is  not  the  same.  The 
causa  causans  of  the  first  is  the  excavation  ;  the  cav^a  causans  of  the 
second  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  excavation  unremedied,  or  the 
combination  of  the  excavation  and  of  it  remaining  unremedied. 
Therefore,  whilst  I  am  strongly  of  opinion,  although  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  it  in  this  case,  that  in  respect  of  the  same  subsidence 
the  jury  ought  to  take  into  account,  not  only  the  actually  existing 
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damages  caased  by  that  subsidence,  but  also  the  prospective  damages 
which  may  be  the  result  of  that  subsidence,  yet  I  think  that  irhere 
there  is  a  new  and  further  subsidence,  that  is  a  new  cause  of  action. 
If  that  is  so,  the  plaintiff  is  right  in  this  case,  and  is  entitled  to 
succeed.  The  result  of  our  judgment  is,  that  this  case  will  be  re- 
ferred to  some  arbitrator  who  will  have  to  determine  the  amount  of 
damages  caused  by  this  second  subsidence.  What  the  measure  of 
damages  is  in  that  inquiry,  is  not  for  us  now  to  determine. 

BowBN  and  Fry,  L.  JJ.,  delivered  concurring  opinions. 


That  a  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
commence  to  rail  until  the  plaintiff  has 
a  complete  ami  perfect  cause  of  action, 
is,  of  course,  elementary  law.  That  a 
complete  cause  of  action  does  not  exist 
until  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  some 
damage,  is  equally  true ;  though  its  ap- 
plication is  not  always  clearly  under- 
stood, or  perhaps  correctly  made.  Lord 
HoBABT,  C.  J.,  long  ago,  in  Waterer  v, 
FVeeman,  Hob.  267  a,  laid  down  the  rule 
thus :  There  must  be  not  only  a  thing 
done  amiss,  but  also  a  damage,  either 
already  fallen  upon  the  party,  or  else 
inevitable."  And  long  before  that  it 
had  been  declared  in  the  Year  Book  of 
19  Hen.  VI.  44,  **If  a  man  forge  a 
bond  in  my  name,  I  can  have  no  action, 
yet;  but  if  I  am  sued,  I  may,  for  the 
wrong  and  damage,  even  though  I  may 
avoid  the  bond  by  plea." 

The  difficulty  in  the  application  of  this 
principle  is  to  determine  in  what  cases 
damages  do  arise,  or  are  presumed  to 
arise,  immediately  upon  the  execution 
or  completion  of  an  act,  so  as  to  give  an 
immediate  cause  of  action,  and  when 
not.  And  without  considering  the  sub- 
ject of  actions  upon  contracts,  but  only 
those  arising  from  torts,  positive  or  neg- 
ative, some  light  may  be  gathered  from 
a  few  illustrations.  The  question  always 
is,  was  the  act  done  itself,  and  under  all 
circumstances,  a  legal  wrong ;  an  inva. 
sion  of  a  fixed  and  absolute  right,  to 
which  the  law  alwa^rs  imputes  at  least 
nominal  damages,  or  was  it  an  act  harm- 


less in  itself,  and  only  a  legal  injuiy 
when  attended  or  followed  by  actual  in- 
jurious consequences  to  another  f  If 
one  commit  an  assault  and  battery 
upon  another,  the  latter'ft  right  of  action 
is  of  course  at  once  complete  and  perfect 
at  the  commission  of  the  offence ;  some 
damage  instantly  accrues,  and  no  inbge- 
quent  increase  or  development  of  the 
injury,  however  great,  or  however  sub- 
sequent in  time,  so  long  as  it  is  a  ooose- 
quence  of  the  original  tort,  can  ever 
constitute  a  new  cause  of  action,  as  was 
clearly  established  in  Whitney  v.  Claren- 
don,  18  Yt.  258  ;  Eodsdl  v.  StaUerhras*, 
3  P.  &  Dav.  203  ;  1 1  Ad.  &  £.  306  ;  GW- 
tin  V.  Jefferson,  15  Iowa  158,  and  other 
cases.  Consequently  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations begins  to  run  from  the  time  of  the 
assault,  and  not  from  the  time  of  its  sub- 
sequent consequences. 

If  personal  property  is  wrongfully 
taken  from  the  possession  of  the  owner, 
his  cause  of  action  is  complete  and  per- 
fect at  the  moment,  and  he  acquires  no 
new  or  second  cause  of  action  by  the  fact 
of  a  subsequent  injury  to  or  destruction 
of  the  chattel  by  the  wrongdoer ;  conse- 
quently the  period  of  limitations  arises 
from  the  original  act  of  taking,  and  not 
from  the  subsequent  destruction :  Granger 
V.  George,  5  B.  &  C.  149  ;  aarke  v. 
Marriott,  9  Gill  331  ;  Jotmson  Y.WhiU, 
13  Sm.  &  Marsh.  584. 

And  if  such  property  is  wrongfully 
taken  from  the  possession  of  a  lessee  or 
bailee  for  a  fixed  term,  his  right  of  ao- 
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im  ctmiin«nces  immfdlfliel)r,  Ibf  the  act 
*  -  ji,  piT  in  fusion  of  hi* 

prmf  of  d»m*ge  woiild  be  mooemrj ; 
but  tJ-Kf  lessor  or  bailor  wQOld  fiot  hive 
1  fiiibt  of  KtioB  wiclioitl  proof  of  nctiml 
imt^  or  injury  to  the  chuttcl  imU; 
I*  hk  retersionarr  ri^bti*  tlwireto. 
C<iUB«|U«iitlj  tbe  etatiiie  of  Liiuitudons 
vvold  ran  only  from  thiU  time* 

If  A  person  uElcrs  same  kimi  of  slnndcr- 
otw  words,  *uch  as  nro  slnndercjui*  per 
vmm  domii^  is  irrt^itmi^d  At  QXice^  And 
lie  etnseol  iirtion  iin<K'0f  once  for  all, 
qpoQ  die  ittt«nince  ;  but  if  h<?  utters  boim 
Othvr  fffords,  ^tieh  as  nor.  filitTidcrou^  per 
If,  na  eetL5«  of  action  exiEts  UBtil  some 
ipeeiil  or  actual  d^miijrc  lias  been  occa- 
ciiU]4v1  to  ilie  pin  in  tiff*,  wttich  fnay  be  a 
kmg  t{lE)c  subi^uetit  tti  the  sprnkiiig; 
Sifto)  V.  Titiqtati^  5  Cush,  104  i  ttmse- 
qwrtdj  liie  limltatinn  does  not  com* 
nwBpe  iintij  thot  cyetil. 

On  iimilar  ^jmjund*.  it  bfts  been  held, 
thu  in  an  fwfiun  hy  a  fatiicr  for  the  mer« 
luwtif  bis  daughter'f  sf^rvice^  cnused  by 
brr  tedtii.'tian  and  suhscfiueni  t'on Sue- 
Kent,  tbe  limitntion  l>et,'iit&  to  run  when 
llw  loM  of  serriee  accrued,  nnd  ntit  from 
Ibe  Cinie  of  peducoon :  IInncfKk  v,  Wil^ 
kokf,  i  DuT»  (Ky,>  BU  ;  ihmi^h  us  to 
MirtioH  for  the  mere  scdnctiou^  it  might 
U  dTtr<!rent* 

if  in  officer  hm  been  gmltj  of 
iwgliji^ettcc  in  serving;  or  not  AcrTiog 
1^*1  process,  committed  to  him  by  i 
plsintifl',  ibe  latter"  s  cense  of  at-lfon  docs 
not  arise  at  Ibe  time  of  tbe  regli|retice^ 
irat  only  at  the  time  he  sustaine  actual 
|>«r<«3piiblc  rlamA^  m  ihc  repult  of  *ach 
ntgltgence  ;  and,  roosvquently*  his  right 
i*  not  barred  \mti]  the  statutory  period 
hu  tlapM«d  after  tbe  orcnrren<!«  of  such 
iirnige.  Thb  was  etalxirntcly  vindl- 
cii*d  in  Ty  Batik  of  HartjWd  Co. 
WntfTfium^  2li  Conn.  324.  8cc?,  alsoj 
WMmin  A/ojcfyn.  4  M.  k  W.  145 ; 
Handt  T,  Antii^ium^  5  T.  H,  37  :  Com- 
*  /ii«Jt  T.  Tm  E^ck,  48  N.  Y. 

305;  /iWi<:r/j  V.  /jfta^^,  IG  East  2tS  ; 

Vol,  XX3£m— 56 


H  Ai'ffAmrjrt  v^F^///™?*'*,  10     IL  N. 

If  a  parry  fustainii  an  injury  to  liii 
koii  by  tl>e  ohftlrtiction  of  a  wiiH^rconrnc^ 
his  right  of  notion  ctimment'ert  when  he 
snrttninK  ihw  dunmifc,  amj  ntit  ntw^aiirily 
whim  the  cih[»rntf't)f»u  in  creeled ;  anil 
therefore  the  statute  eomnventn^s  from  the 
time  of  the  injury:  Angel  1  on  Lim. 
i  300  ;  Union   TrvMi  C^.  T»  Cupp^,  S6 

In  other  wordp,  if  an  act,  in  and  of 
itself,  ttlMfiyii  gircs  a  citu&e  or  riiiht  of 
action  at  one«  and  immedtaicly  upon  it« 
comfniiiiion,  then  there  can  be  hut  ono 
suit  for  such  act,  nnd  nil  dama^'c?,  pro* 
fpcctive  as  well  as  exUiiii^:,  mui^t  be  re- 
coTered  in  the  first  action  or  not  at  atU 
Ko  new  developmeni  of  damngei,  not 
suspe<^tcd  or  known  before,  can  ifivG  A 
right  to  a  second  suit.  But  where  au 
act  15  itftdf  innorcnt,  atid  dues  not  give 
a  ripbt  of  action  unle*s  coupled  with  or 
followed  by  acttial  tippreeijible  diuniip;, 
then  as  two  ftiet^  must  coticur  in  order 
to  support  a  suit,  there  can  be  no  com- 
plete cause  of  action  until  the  second 
event  happens,  and,  consetjucntiy,  the 
statute  of  limttntioni  docs  not  begin  lo 
run  until  that  time. 

Therefore,  to  apply  tlie  foregoing  sug- 
ge^tioDB  to  the  facts  involved  in  tbe 
principal  case.  Every  man  has  a  ri^bt  to 
excavate  on  bis  own  Innd — thut  act  alone 
gives  a  neipld>of  no  right  of  action  until 
his  laud  ftille  in  coiiHetiuenue,  and  be 
thus  BUfitainii  aetual  liamage.  If  tlie 
party  exca anting  shores  up  Uie  netgh- 
boring  laud,  and  stays  It*  subsidence, 
be  is  not  liable.  Therefore j  it  is  clear 
ail  action  would  not  lie  for  such  exca%*j|- 
tion  until  tlie  first  subsidence.  But  tbe 
more  del  irate  question  is,  whether »  if 
there  has  been  one  action  based  on  the 
fii-SE  flttlwtdenee,  a  second  action  can  be 
maintained  for  a  second  subsidence  f  or 
whi'thei:  tlmt  should  have  been  antici- 
pnted  in  tbe  first  s;uit,  and  recovered  ns 
pr<:^p4'Ctive  or  reii*onnbIy  to  be  antici- 
pated damages  in  the  first  suit. 
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It  does  not  neeessariltf  follow  that  be- 
cause no  action  will  lie  for  sach  excava- 
tion until  some  subsidence  of  the  plaintiff's 
land,  that,  therefore,  a  new  action  may 
be  maintained  for  every  succeeding  sub- 
sidence ;  and  the  point  involved  in  the 
principal  case  is  so  novel  and  so  deli- 
cate, tiiere  has  been  so  much  conflict  of 


opinion  on  it  in  England,  and  so  little 
consideration  of  it  in  this  ooantrj,  that 
it  must  be  considered  an  open  one  with 
us,  and  deserving  the  most  careful  ex- 
amination whenever  it  shall  properlj 
arise. 

EdMDKO  H.  BSHXITT. 

Boston. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  of  Kentucky . 
SULLIVAN,  &c.,  V.  KUYKENDALL. 

Where  A.,  desiring  to  talk  over  the  telephone  with  B.,  asked  the  operator  to  call 
him,  and  the  operator  thereupon  had  a  conversation  with  B.,  reporting  to  A.,  wbo 
was  standing  by,  what  B.  said  as  it  came  over  the  wire,  held^  in  a  subsequent  action 
between  A.  and  B.  the  former  might  prove  by  himself  and  others  what  the  operator 
reported  to  him  as  coming  from  B.,  the  operator  being  called  and  not  remembering 
the  conversation. 

The  fact  of  mailing  a  letter,  properly  addressed,  with  postage  prepaid,  creates  no 
legal  presumption  that  it  was  duly  received  ;  but  it  is  merely  a  fact  which  is  to  be 
weighed  along  with  other  evidence  in  determining  the  question,  and  to  which  no 
more  presumption  attaches  than  to  any  other  fact. 

Appeal  from  Warren  Circuit  Court 

Eanaell  ^  Mitchell,  U.  W.  HineSy  for  appellants. 

N.  A.  Porter^  for  appellee. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Holt,  J. — By  the  terms  of  a  verbal  contract  for  the  sale  of  pei^" 
sonal  property  the  appellants,  Sullivan  &  Co.,  were  to  estimate  and 
receive  it  within  ten  days  after  notice  from  the  appellee,  Kuyten- 
dall,  that  it  was  ready. 

On  January  26th  1880,  he  wrote  them  a  letter,  which  by  d«« 
course  of  mail  should  have  been  received  by  them  within  the  next 
two  days,  but  which  in  point  of  fact,  as  the  testimony  shows, 
not  received  until  February  17th  1880,  notifying  them  that  the 
property  would  be  ready  for  them  on  February  9th  1880. 

About  February  11th  or  12th  1880,  Green  river  began  rising 
and  by  the  13th  of  the  same  month  had  overflowed  its  banks; 
the  property  being  along  them,  was  in  the  main  destroyed. 

The  letter  above  named  was  properly  enveloped,  stamp^ 
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<Iepoiited  in  the  post-olSce,  mud  sidilresseil  to  ihe  uppellafilft  at  tliolf 

The  lower  court  in  substance  instructed  tho  jury  that  if  ihoy 
WieveJ  from  the  eFideno©  that  said  letter  was  written,  addressed 
to  the  appellatita  at  their  proper  post-office,  duly  atamped,  and 
pkced  in  the  office^  then  the  presumption  was  that  it  wna  received 
in  dae  course  of  mail ;  and  that  this  preBumption  must  prevail, 
anlesi  overthrown  by  satisfactory  evidence^  that  it  was  not  so 
received* 

This  instruction  was  doubtless  based  upon  the  etatement  to  be 
found  in  some  text- books,  and  a  few  cases  to  the  effect  that  when  m 
letter  is  sent  by  the  post  it  is  to  be  presumed  from  the  known  course 
in  that  department  of  the  public  service  that  it  reached  its  destine- 
tion  at  the  usna!  time^  and  was  received  by  the  person  to  whom  it 
waa  addressed,  if  living  there,  and  usually  receiving  his  letters  at 
that  plai^. 

It  will  be  found,  however,  that  the  most  of  these  cases  go  do  far- 
ther than  to  hold  that,  in  the  absence  of  all  other  evidence  upon 
the  point,  the  mailing  of  a  letter,  properly  directed,  raises  a  pre- 
lumpiion  that  it  wcu  received;  and  that  this  presumption  must 
pTiv&il  unless  rebutted  by  other  testimony. 

In  the  leading  case  of  HuniUy  v*  Whittier^  105  Mass.  391,  the 
teamed  judge  (Geay,  J.,)  said  that  the  depositing  of  a  letter  in 
the  post-office,  addressed  to  a  mercbaot  at  his  place  of  business,  is 
pfiwa  faeie  evidence  that  he  received  it  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
mail;  but  that  the  jury  should  be  so  instructed  only  in  the  ahience 
of  other  testimony  upon  the  point. 

The  case  of  RumjU  v.  Bueklet/,  4  R,  I*  525,  is  to  the  same 
effect;  while  authority  is  abundant  that  the  mailing  of  a  letter 
creates  do  presumption  whatever  that  it  was  duly  received. 

In  Cnited  States  v.  Babeochy  3  Dillon  s  Q,  C.  Rep,  571,  Judge 
DiLLOKuses  this  language:  ^*  Upon  the  subject  of  the  admissibility 
of  letters,  by  one  pei^son  addressed  to  another,  by  name,  at  his 
known  poet-office  address,  prepaid  and  actually  deposited  in  the 
post-office^  we  concur,  both  of  us,  in  the  conclusion j  adopting  the 
language  of  Chief  Justice  BigeLOW  in  Commonwealth  v,  Jeffries^ 
T  Allen  563,  that  this  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  such  letterB 
reached  their  destination,  and  were  received  by  the  persona  to  whom 
tliey  were  addressed." 

This  is  not  a  conclusive  presumption ;  and  it  doe»  not  evm 


444 


SULLIVAN  p.  KUYKENDALL. 


create  a  legal  presumption  that  atich  letters  were  actually  reeewed; 
it  is  evidence  tending,  if  credited  by  the  jury,  to  show  the  receipt 
of  such  letters." 

In  the  case  of  negotiable  paper  it  has  long  been  held  that  the 
depositing  of  a  letter  in  the  post-ofiSce  by  the  holder  to  the  indoners 
is  not  only  good  prima  facie  evidence,  but  sufiScient  to  establish 
the  fact  that  notice  was  given ;  but  this  rule  has  been  established 
by  the  law  merchant  through  commercial  necessity. 

By  the  common  law  this  presumption  did  not  exist  even  as  to 
negotiable  paper ;  and  after  a  careful  examination  of  the  authorities 
we  are  satisfied  that  it  ought  not  to  be  held  to  arise  in  ordinary  bus- 
iness transactions,  and  especially  between  men  whose  business  does 
not  require  them  to  watch  the  arrival  of  the  mails :  Freeman  v. 
Morey^  4  Me.  50 ;  Nat  Bank  v.  McManigle^  69  Penn.  St.  156 ; 
Qreenfield  Bank  v.  OraftSy  ^c,  4  Allen  447. 

The  mailing  of  the  letter  in  this  instance  created  no  legal  pre- 
sumption, but  was  proper  testimony  to  be  considered  by  the  jury, 
together  with  the  other  evidence,  in  determining  when  it  was  re- 
ceived ;  and  they  should  not  have  been  instructed  that  a  presump- 
tion arose  from  it,  which  must  prevail  unless  overthrown  by  other 
satisfactory  evidence. 

^  The  instructions  in  other  respects  were  unobjectionable. 

The  appellants  relied  upon  an  alleged  new  contract  between  them 
and  the  appellee,  by  which  the  one  sued  upon  was  annulled ;  but 
this  was  a  question  of  fact  as  to  which  the  testimony  was  conflicting, 
and  .the  finding  of  the  jury  would  not  therefore  be  disturbed,  if  this 
were  the  only  question  presented  by  this  appeal. 

In  view  of  another  trial  of  the  case  it  is  proper  that  we  should 
pass  upon  what  seems  to  us  to  be  a  new  question  as  to  the  compe- 
tency of  certain  testimony ;  at  least  we  have  been  unable  to  find 
any  direct  authority  upon  it. 

The  appellee  upon  going  to  the  place,  on  February  9th  1880, 
where  the  property  was  to  be  received  did  not  find  the  appellants  or 
any  one  representing  them  there. 

He  thereupon  went  to  a  telephone  office  at  Morgantown,  Ken- 
tucky, for  the  purpose  of  communicating  with  the  appellants  at 
Bowling  Green,  Kentucky ;  and  not  being  accustomed  to  the  use 
of  the  instrument  he  got  the  operator  to  talk  for  him.  He  first 
directed  him  to  call  for  the  appellant,  Sullivan,  and  he  did  so,  the 
Bowling  Green  operator  reporting  back  that  he  would  send  for  him 
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to  come  to  the  office.  Presently  the  Morgantown  operator  told  the 
appellee  that  Sullivan  was  at  the  Bowling  Green  office  and  desired 
to  know  what  was  wanted;  and  thereupon  a  conversation  took  place, 
Sallivan  using  the  instrument  himself  while  the  Morgantown  oper- 
ator talked  for  the  appellee,  and  told  him  what  Sullivan  said  as  it 
came  over  the  wire. 

The  latter  testifies  that  on  that  day  he  had  a  conversation  over 
the  telephone  with  some  one  at  Morgantown,  and  upon  the  same 
subject  to  which  the  appellee  says  the  conversation  related ;  but 
they  differ  widely  as  to  what  was  said.  The  Morgantown  operator, 
being  introduced  as  a  witness,  testifies  that  upon  the  day  named  he 
had  a  conversation  upon  that  subject  with  some  one  at  Bowling 
Green,  whom  the  operator  there  told  him  was  Sullivan,  but  that  he 
does  not  recollect  what  was  said.  Under  this  state  of  case  the  court 
below  permitted  the  appellee  to  prove  by  himself  and  two  other 
persons,  who  were  present  at  the  time,  what  the  Morgantown  oper- 
ator reported  to  appellee,  while  the  conversation  was  going  on  over 
the  wire,  as  being  said  by  Sullivan. 

It  is  certain  that  the  latter  did  talk  over  the  wire,  because  he  says 
80.  The  appellee  did  not  pay  the  telephone  charge ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  who  did,  save  the  Bowling  Green  operator  reported  to 
the  Morgantown  one  that  Sullivan  would  do  so ;  and  the  latter  is 
silent  upon  this  point. 

It  would  beyond  question  have  been  competent  to  prove  by  the 
Morgantown  operator  what  Sullivan  said  to  him ;  but  whether  his 
report  to  the  appellee  of  what  Sullivan  was  saying,  made  as  the 
conversation  progressed,  is  competent  or  falls  within  the  domain  of 
incompetent  hearsay  testimony,  is  a  question  of  importance  in  view 
of  the  astonishing  growth  of  the  businesfi(  to  which  it  relates,  and 
one  not  free  from  difficulty. 

In  the  case  of  a  telegram  the  original  must  usually  be  produced 
in  evidence,  or  its  loss  shown,  before  its  contents  can  be  proven  or 
the  copy  delivered  by  the  operator  to  the  party  receiving  the  mes- 
sage used,  unless  it  be  where  the  copy  becomes  primary  testimony 
bj  the  telegraph  company  being  the  agent  of  the  sender. 

In  the  use  of  the  telephone,  however,  the  parties  talk  with  each 
other  as  if  face  to  face ;  and,  save  where  a  message  is  sent,  there  is 
DO  written  evidence  of  what  has  passed.  By  inventive  means  they 
are  brought  together  for  the  transaction  of  business. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  that  where  one  through  an  interpreter 
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mjikea  statements  to  iinother,  the  interpreter  @  stat 
die  time  of  what  was  ao  said  is  competent  evid« 
party. 

The  interpreter  need  not  be  aalled  to  prove  it 
preterms  statemont  made  at  the  time  may  be  proven 
wfio  i^ere  present  and  heard  it;  OamcrUn  v.  Palmi 
539 ;  Schmrer  v.  Harher,  S6  Ind.  580 ;  1  Greenl 
1  Phillips's  Ev.  ♦519, 

I'he  reason  of  this  rule  is,  that  the  interpreter  is  tl 
parties,  and  acting  at  the  time  within  the  scope  oi 
and  wo  have  been  unable  to  draw  any  satisfao 
between  this  case  and  the  one  under  consideration. 

The  argument  is  at  least  plausible,  if  not  c( 
testimony  in  question  is  competent  aa  a  part  of  the 
from  the  question  of  agency. 

It  is  true  the  parties  cannot  see  each  other;  but 
of  an  interpreter  between  blind  persons  could  be 
partiesj  without  calling  the  interpreter  as  a  wi 
tclt^phonic  means  persons  are  as  much  together  fS 
of  conversation  and  actors  in  what  may  be  occurrinj 
immediately  present  with  each  other* 

Wa  must  not  be  understood,  however,  as  holding 
competent  upon  the  above  ground^  because  there  ii 
for  80  ruling  which  is  conclusive  to  our  minds. 

Subject  to  various  qualifications  the  old  rule  th 
produce  the  best  evidence  within  bis  power  to  pro 
govern.  But  as  business  expands  by  the  aid  of 
wider  scope  must  be  given  to  the  rules  of  evidenc 
need,  however,  of  any  departure  or  innovation  in  i\ 
it  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  evidence  that  the  stateme 
when  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  agency,  are  co! 
his  principal. 

When  one  is  using  the  telephone,  if  he  knows  th 
to  the  operator,  he  also  knows  that  he  is  making  I 
repeat  what  he  is  saying  to  another  party;  and  in 
tainly  the  statements  of  the  operator  are  eompe 
declarations  of  the  agent  made  during  the  progre 
act  ion. 

If  he  is  ignorant  whether  he  is  talking  to  the  pe 
he  wishes  to  communicate  or  with  the  operator,  or 
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part  J,  jet  It  e  daes  it  with  the  expectation  and  intention  on  liis  part 
tbat  to  case  he  is  not  talking  with  the  one  for  whom  the  infonntitlon 
ifl  intended,  that  it  will  be  eommanicated  to  that  person ;  and  he 
therehy  makes  the  person  receiving  it  his  agent  to  communicate 
what  iie  maj  have  said.  This  should  certainly  be  the  rule  aa  to  an 
operator^  because  the  person  using  a  telephone  knows  that  there  is 
OTk%  at  each  station  whose  business  it  is  to  so  act;  and  we  think  that 
the  necessities  of  a  growing  business  require  this  rule,  and  that  it 
is  sanctioned  by  the  known  rules  of  evidence. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Judge  Peyor  delivered  the  following  dissenting  opinion. — The 
question  decided  in  this  case  is  novel  and  of  great  importance  to 
the  commercial  world. 

The  terms  of  a  contract  are  attemptiid  to  be  established  by  mes- 
sages alleged  to  have  been  forwarded  by  one  to  the  other  of  the 
parties  over  a  line  of  telephone  extending  from  Morgantown  to 
Bowling  Green. 

The  appellee  being  desirous  of  showing  that  the  appellant  agreed 
to  receive  a  lot  of  hoop-poles  on  the  bank  of  Green  river  within  a 
a  certain  time,  applied  to  the  telephone  agent  at  Morgantown  to 
ascertain  from  Sullivan,  the  appellant,  at  Bowling  Green,  why  he 
did  not  attend  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the  poles.  The  agent 
at  Morgans  town  telephoned  to  the  agent  at  Bowling  Green  in  regard 
to  Sullivan,  who  sent  a  message  hack  that  Sullivan  was  present  at 
Bowling  Green  and  would  answer  for  himself. 

The  message  sent  by  Sullivan  was  (as  Sullivan  swears,  and  that 
fact  is  nowhere  contradicted),  to  the  eflect  that  he  had  not  been 
notified  that  the  hoop-poles  were  ready,  and  therefore  did  not  send 
to  recei%^e  them.  The  appellee  says  that  the  message  he  received 
from  Sullivan  at  Bowling  Green  was,  that  the  agent  of  appellant 
Was  sick  and  for  that  reason  did  not  send  him  down.  This  is 
denied  hy  Sullivan,  and  the  operator  at  Morgantown  recollects  that 
the  message  was  in  regard  to  the  hoop-poles,  but  fails  to  recollect 
what  it  was.  The  appellee  was  then  allowed  to  prove  what  the  agent 
»t  Morgantown  told  bira  as  to  the  character  of  the  message,  and 
that  was  "  that  he  failed  to  send  because  Allen  was  sick,"  lie  was 
also  allowed  to  prove,  by  one  or  two  others  in  the  room,  tbat  the 
telegraph  operator  at  Morgantown  made  tbat  statement  to  the  ap- 
pellee*  It  is  not  pretended  that  either  the  appellee  orthose  present 
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heard  what  was  said  by  the  appellant,  and  all  they  know  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  response  made  to  appellee's  inquiry  is  what  was  told 
them  by  the  operator,  who  does  not  himself  recollect  what  the 
response  was.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  principle  this 
testimony  is  to  be  admitted.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  operator  at 
Morgantown  was  the  agent  of  Sullivan,  the  appellant,  at  Bowling 
Green,  and  for  that  reason  his  admissions  are  binding  on  the  prin- 
cipal. Nor  can  it  be  said  that  he  was  the  agent  of  Sullivan  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  what  the  contract  was,  but  on  the  contrary  he 
was  the  agent  of  the  appellee.  The  latter  wanted  this  agent  to 
inquire  of  Sullivan,  who  doubtless  did  not  even  know  him,  why  he  had 
failed  to  take  the  hoop-poles  on  a  named  day,  and  the  information 
was  given  him  by  Sullivan,  as  the  latter  admits.  But  this  admis- 
sion appellee  says  is  untrue,  because  the  agent  of  the  appellee  told 
other  parties,  not  in  the  presence  of  Sullivan,  that  the  reason  you 
failed  to  come  was  that  your  man  was  sick.  The  agent  don't  recol- 
lect what  the  message  was,  but  those  present  recollect  what  the 
agent  said  it  was. 

A  telephone  agent  who  makes  an  inquiry  through  the  telephone 
for  the  benefit  of  and  at  the  instance  of  another,  is  not  made  the 
agent  of  the  party  responding.  The  relation  of  principal  and  agent 
cannot  arise  farther  than  to  admit  the  testimony  of  the  operator  as 
to  what  the  conversation  was.  He  will  not  be  allowed  to  close  his 
mouth,  and  others  permitted  to  testify  as  to  his  statements  of  what 
passed  between  him  and  the  party  sought  to  be  made  liable. 

The  human  voice,  by  means  of  this  remarkable  discovery,  may  be 
heard  at  almost  any  distance.  It  requires  neither  science  or 
skill  to  use  it  as  a  means  of  conversation,  and  the  result  is  that 
almost  any  one  in  the  office  may  be  called  on  to  use  it  for  others, 
and  to  establish  the  rule  that  the  declarations  of  the  one  receiving 
the  message  as  to  the  substance  of  the  response  made  are  evidence 
is  subversive  not  only  of  a  well  recognised  rule  of  evidence,  but 
dangerous  in  its  application. 

The  operator  is  not  an  interpreter  in  a  legal  sense.  When  per- 
sons of  different  nationalities  are  unable  to  understand  each  other 
they  call  on  an  interpreter,  and  he  speaks  for  them — in  their  pre- 
sence— those  present  hear  his  statements.  This  is  original  testi- 
mony, as  much  so  as  if  the  same  witnesses  were  present  and  heard 
the  parties  themselves  conversing  with  each  other.  There  is  no 
analogy  between  the  case  of  an  interpreter  and  that  of  a  telephone 
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operator.  Here  the  parties  conversing  are  miles  apart ;  the  one  is 
called  to  respond  to  the  other;  when  Sullivan  responds  he  is  re- 
sponding to  Kujkendall,  although  through  the  agency  of  another. 
That  operator  can  swear  to  what  the  statements  were,  but  his  decla- 
rations are  no  more  competent  than  if  Kujkendall  himself  had 
talked  to  Sullivan,  and  reported  to  others  what  Sullivan  said.  If 
the  operator's  statements  are  competent,  so  would  Kuykendall's 
have  been  if  he  had  made  the  inquiry  and  heard  the  response. 

That  one  may  constitute  another,  his  agent,  by  telephone  is  not 
questioned,  but  that  one  who  responds  to  an  inquiry  makes  the 
party  to  whom  he  responds  such  an  agent  as  that  the  latter's  decla- 
rations are  competent  against  him,  I  deny. 

To  illustrate  the  position  assumed  in  this  case,  and  leaving  the 
telephone  for  a  brief  moment :  the  appellee  sends  the  operator  at 
Morgantown  to  Bowling  Green  to  know  of  Sullivan  why  he  failed 
to  take  the  timbers.  He  makes  the  inquiry  of  Sullivan,  and  re- 
ports to  those  present  in  the  room  at  the  time  that  Sullivan  told 
him  it  was  because  Allen  was  sick.*'  This  Sullivan  denies.  Is 
it  then  competent  for  Kuykendall  to  prove  by  those  present  (the 
operator  not  recollecting)  what  report  the  operator  made  to  them  ? 
If  Sullivan  heard  what  the  operator  said  to  the  bystanders  it  would 
be  competent,  or  if  it  could  be  inferred  that  he  heard  what  was  said 
it  might  be  competent,  but  when  you  concede  that  he  did  not  hear, 
as  must  have  been  the  case  when  he  was  telephoned,  it  would  be 
clearly  incompetent.  The  operator  would  be  as  much  the  agent  of 
Sullivan  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other,  but  really  not  the  agent  in 
cither  instance. 

Two  merchants  on  one  side  of  Main  street  propose  to  buy  100 
barrels  of  pork  from  a  merchant  on  the  opposite  side.  The  one 
directs  his  clerk  to  telephone  the  merchant  on  the  opposite  side  of 
the  street  that  he  will  give  him  ten  dollars  per  barrel  for  the  100 
barrels.  The  clerk  telephones  and  reports  the  response  to  his  prin- 
cipal and  those  present  that  the  proposition  is  accepted.  The  other 
merchant,  who  has  no  telephone,  directs  his  clerk  to  step  to  the  door 
and  call  the  merchant  on  the  opposite  side,  making  the  same  propo- 
sition. He  does  so  and  reports  an  acceptance  of  the  proposition. 
The  merchant  refuses  to  deliver  the  pork  in  either  instance,  because 
he  says  he  agreed  to  take  twelve  dollars  per  barrel,  and  this  was  his 
response,  and  he  proves  this  to  have  been  the  response  made  by 
himself  and  those  present.  The  two  clerks  fail  to  recollect  what  the 
response  was,  but  it  is  offered  in  each  instance  to  prove  the  report 
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maJe  by  the  two  clerks  to  their  principal,  and  in  th 
tratiiot  the  statements  of  those  who  heurd  the  respoD 
such  testimony  be  competeDt  ?  It  ia  certainly  incoi 
one  case  and  not  competent  in  the  other,  unleas  th< 
trade  connected  with  thifl  new  discovery  requireg  ad 
well  recognised  rule  of  evidence. 

It  is  at  last  a  qttefitton  solely  &s  to  what  the  con 
Those  who  heard  it  are  competent  witnesses,  but  tfc 
to  others  as  to  what  they  heard  are  inudmissible. 

Suppose  Sullivan,  instead  of  talking  himself, 
through  the  operator  at  Bowling  Green,  then  tlie  flta( 
operator  at  Morgantown,  according  to  the  principal 
he  competent  to  contradict  the  oath  of  the  operat 
Green  ae  to  the  message  sent  by  him*    That  this  co 
the  operator  at  Morgan  town  was  called  as  a  witness  i 
but  his  statements  to  others  as  to  the  convereatioi 
been  excluded.    Nor  can  such  testimony  be  admi 
ground  that  it  was  the  best  testimony  the  appellee, 
cumstances,  could  produce.  Such  a  rule  would  open 
hearsay  testimony, 

Sueh  agents  could  easily  be  found  willing  re| 
sation  to  others  that  they  would  not  swear  to  themse 

It  is  maintained,  however,  that  this  operator  was 
acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  therefore 
are  admissible.  What  was  the  scope  of  his  authori 
statements  of  an  agent  for  a  special  purpose  admissib 
extent  of  his  authority?  If  so  it  is  a  novel  doctrinoi 
an  agent  may  be  permitted  so  as  to  presume  general 
where  the  power  is  special  and  be  departs  from  it,  hie 
void.  So  if  A*  authorizes  B.  to  tell  C.  that  he  will  tak 
a  fijted  day,  and  B.  tells  him  that  A.  will  take  them 
to  that  time,  there  being  no  other  agency,  he  lias  no 
A.,  and  certainly  his  statements  are  not  competent  tc 
tent  of  the  special  agency* 

Tiie  testimony  is  purely  hearsay,  and  all  the  reasoi 
consideration  of  both  public  and  private  inicresta  for 
character  of  testimony  apply  with  grent  force  to  this 
I  concur  m  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  I  must  dii 
much  of  the  opinion  as  authorizes  the  admission  of 

It  is  w^U  wttM  th&t  a  /inula  /am     CcWcd,  Ariscf,  in  tk& 
pr«iint/W^n  thut  A  In  tier  was  dulj  i^'     erideoc^p  fi^m  proor 
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posited  in  tbe  post-office  properly  ad- 
dressed with  tbe  postage  prepaid.  This 
presumption  is  based  on  the  probability 
that  the  officers  of  the  government  will 
do  their  daty,  and  that  letters  will  be 
daly  deliTered  :  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  {  40, 
and  cases  cited  ;  Huntley  v.  Whittier, 
105  Mass.  391  ;  Briggt  t.  Hervey,  ISO 
Id.  187.  This  presumption  is  not  a 
conclasive  presumption :  Freeman  T. 
MoTty^  45  Me.  50  ;  Greenfield  Bank  T. 
CrafUy  4  Allen  451,  457  ;  First  Nat, 
Bank  t.  McManigle,  69  Penn.  St.  159. 
In  delirering  the  opinion  of  the  court 
in  Huntley  v.  Whittier^  supra,  Gbat,  J., 
said  :  **  The  depositing  of  a  letter  in  the 
post-office,  addressed  to  a  merchant  at 
his  place  of  business,  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence  that  he  received  it  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  the  mails  ;  and  where  there  is 
no  other  evidence,  the  jury  should  be  so 
instructed  Parsons,  C.  J.,  in  Munn 
V.  Baldwin,  6  Mass.  316,  317.  Parker, 
C.  J.,  Dana  v.  Kemhle,  19  Pick.  112, 
lU.  Gibson,  C.  J.,  in  Callan  v.  Gay- 
lord,  3  Watts  321  ;  Oaks  Weller,  16 
Vt.  63;  Rttssell  t.  Buckley,  4  R.  I. 
525  ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  J  40  ;  1  Tayl.  Ev. 
(5th  ed.)  2  147.  The  presumption  so 
arising  is  not  a  conclusive  presumption 
of  law,  but  a  mere  inference  of  fact, 
founded  on  the  probability  that  the 
officers  of  the  government  will  do  their 
duty,  and  the  usual  course  of  business  ; 
and  when  it  is  opposed  by  evidence  that 
the  letter  was  never  received,  must  be 
weighed  with  all  the  other  circumstances 
of  the  case  by  the  jury  in  determining 
the  question  whether  the  letter  was 
actually  receircd  or  not ;  and  the  bur- 
den of  proving  its  receipt  remains 
throughout  upon  the  party  who  asserts 
it:  Clone  V,  Pratt,  12  Gray  348;  Green- 
fidd  Bank  v.  Crajls,  4  Allen  447. 

A  similar  rule  prevails  as  to  tele- 
RTaphic  despatches:  United  States  v. 
Babcock,  3  Dill.  C.  C.  571  ;  Com.  y. 
Jeffries,  7  Allen  563. 

The  decision  of  the  first  point  of  the 
principal  case,  appears,  then,  to  be,  be- 
yond controversy,  correct. 


The  second  point  involved  in  that 
case  is  one  of  more  difficulty,  concern- 
ing which  we  have  found  no  decisive 
adjudicated  cases.  We  have  read  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  and 
the  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge  Prtor, 
with  great  interest,  as  well  as  the  cases 
referred  to  by  the  majority  of  the  court 
in  support  of  their  conclusions ;  and 
from  the  best  consideration  we  have 
been  able  to  bestow  upon  the  case,  wo 
are  unable  to  coincide  with  the  opinion 
of  the  majority  of  the  court.  The  case 
does  not  seem  to  us  to  be  analogous  to 
that  of  an  interpreter.  In  the  case  of 
an  interpreter,  the  ground  of  the  admis- 
sibility, as  against  both  parties,  of  evi- 
dence of  what  he  said  is  that  he  was  the 
agent  of  both  parties.  If  one  were  to 
instruct  another  to  make  a  simple  com- 
munication in  a  foreign  language  to  a 
third  party,  to  which  no  answer  was 
given,  no  one  would  contend  that  such 
an  interpreter  was  the  agent  of  the  party 
to  whom  tbe  communication  was  made. 
In  the  case  of  an  ordinary  interpreter, 
the  interpreter  is  authorized  mutually  to 
make  communications  and  to  receive 
and  interpret  answers  thereto.  The 
views  above  stated  are  sustained 
both  by  principle  and  authority.  Mr. 
Greenleaf  says:  **The  admissions  of  a 
third  party  are  also  receivable  in  evi- 
dence against  the  party  who  has  ex- 
pressly referred  another  to  him  for 
information  in  regard  to  an  uncertain 
or  disputed  matter.  In  such  cases  the 
party  is  bound  by  the  declarations  of  the 
persons  referred  to,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  they  were 
made  by  himself.'*  I  Greenl.  Ev.,  ^  18^ 

**  This  principle  extends  to  the  case  of 
an  interpreter,  whose  statements  of  what 
the  party  says  are  treated  as  identical 
with  those  of  the  party  himself,  and, 
therefore,  may  be  proved  by  any  person 
who  heard  them,  without  calling  the  inter- 
preter:" 1  Gr.  Eq.,  J  883.  See,  also, 
the  cases  of  Fahrigas  v.  Mostyn,  20  How. 
St.  Pr.  122,  123;  Camerlin  v.  Palmer 
Co.,  10  Allen  539. 
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Thjit  the  ground  of  the  o^lmissibijity 
of  mch  efiikMice  is  thut  of  ULgenry,  is 
reiidered  iTH>re  apparent  frum  the  fuct 
that  the  rule  tJo«j  uot  »pply  lo  the  ca&e 
of  miM  ititerpretor  of  a  wUnees  in  a  conrt 
of  juBticfl,     Such  an  tntcrpret«r  m  not 

fV|>cnC  of  tbo  pftrty  ciLllmg  him,  but 
rather  an  officer  of  the  court ;  and  evi- 
dence of  what  the  interpreter  teitifled  oo 
a  former  trial  as  htivitig  been  received 
b/  him  in  a  foreij^n  lflnpiftt;e  from  a 
witnet^i  on  such  trial,  CAnnol  be  tjivcn  in 
evidence  onles^s  tlie  interpreter  he  dead, 
in&auG,  out  of  xhit  jurisdiction,  or  sick 
and  nuabte  to  testify,  or  having  been 
mhiwenaedf  nf^P^^i^  ^^n^^  ^<^P* 
awaj  by  the  adverFe  partj  i  S<^earer  v, 
IlarbeTt  36  Ind.  536, 

The  grottnd,  then,  of  the  iidmissibiiitj 
of  evidence  of  what  was  sairi  by  an  inter- 
pretcr^  being  agency,  how  could  the  ap* 
pellaut  he  understood  to  confer  euthoritr 
upon  the  operator  at  Mor(*antowu  to 
repeat  his  commitnication,  when,  so  fur 
aa  we  can  discover  from  Iho  case,  it  docs 
Slot  *ppear  that  he  even  know  that  he 
was  conversing  with  appellee  through  a 
third  person  f 

Fas  ping  tbo  point  na  to  interpreter!, 
the  majority  of  the  toun  npt>car  to  havo 
put  their  decistoti  npoo  the  ^^implc  f^oand 
of  ngcncy*  As  we  have  jus^t  stated ^  wo 
arc  unable  to  understand  how  one  can 
be  held  to  confer  authority  upon  an  ngen^ 
of  whose  existence  he  is  not^  so  far  as 
we  can  learn  from  the  case,  shown  to 
hsTe  been  aware.  So  far  as  we  know, 
the  general  custom  h  for  parties  u^ing  a 
telephone^  to        it  in  person;  or,  as 


in  <>4|H 


stated  by  the  court  in 
the  partiefl  talk  witi] 
face  to  face and  I 
if  the  appellee  waa  igi 
was  Lidkitig  to  the  p 
he  wi&hed  to  eoromui 
operator,  or  eren  any 
It  with  the  tx] 
hk  part,  iliat  ii 
with  the  otie 
was  intended,  it  would 
to  that  person,  is  a  put 
fact  vital  to  the  deti 
case.    Where  ono  tew 
verbal  message  to 
answer,  doc*  the  pttrt] 
the  agent  of  the  sctii 
so  thnt  evidence  of 
ported  to  his  principal 
any  third  pennon  who 
it  f    If  mwh  h  the  caf« 
ucss  men  to  be  careful 
than  wrtEien  answers 
catioiii^.    The  cose  iu 
be  exactly  ^ch  a  CASe^ 
wi»io  seems  to  as  a  ' 
eFtabiishod  rules  ttf  e\ 
sentin^:  opinion  of  Jui 
mind,  place 8  ilie  cas* 
and  hvys  down  the  pi 
that  **  a  tiilephone  ag( 
ijiquiry  throiigii  *he 
benedl  of  and  at  the  it 
is  not  made  the  agent 
fipondhi^     while  the 
by  the  mujurity  of  tho 
supported  neither  by  f 
tbority.  11 
Chicago, 
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Supreme  Court  of  Conntctimt. 

JEBRY  DARRIGAN  v.  THE  NEW  YORK  AND  NE 
RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

A  traiu  dispatcher  it  not  a  fellow  eerrant  with  the  employees  ii 
within  the  rule  relieving  the  mjwterfrom  liability  for  in juriea  cam 
tiie  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant. 

It  ifi  the  duty  of  a  rail  road  eoroprtrty  io  device  some  suitable  ai 
runniitg  s|K!eisl  and  irregular  trfkins,  so  a^  to  avoid  coUisioiij  and 
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employed  ii  to  have  the  trains  controlled  bj  a  train  dispatcher,  the  latter  as  to  em- 
plojees  in  charge  of  trains  stands  in  the  place  of  the  company. 
The  rules  governing  the  liability  of  a  master  for  injaries  to  his  servant  discussed. 

In  error. 

C.  H.  Briscoe  and  J.  P.  Andrews,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
S.  E.  Baldwin  and  E.  D.  RobbinSy  for  defendant  iu  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Carpenter,  J. — On  December  14th  1882,  there  were' two  spe- 
cia]  or  irregular  trains  going  in  opposite  directions  on  the  western 
division  of  the  defendants'  single  track  railroad.  These  trains  were 
run  as  directed  by  telegrams  from  the  train  dispatcher  in  the  divis- 
ion superintendent's  office  at  Hartford.  The  train  going  east  was 
a  construction  train.  About  12  o'clock  it  was  at  South  port  station, 
where  it  received  an  order  from  the  train  dispatcher  to  run  to  Tow- 
antic  as  a  special  train  ahead  of  No.  6,  and  then  to  work  between 
Towantic  and  Waterbury  as  a  special  train  until  6  o'clock  P.  M., 
protecting  themselves  against  Globe  special  east  after  1.30  P.  M. 
The  above  order  was  given  by  the  chief  train  dispatcher.  Soon 
after  he  was  relieved  in  the  regular  course  of  business  by  an  assist- 
ant. A  little  before  5  o'clock  the  same  afternoon,  the  plaintiff* s 
train  going  west  received  at  Waterbury  from  the  assistant  train 
dispatcher  an  order  to  run  to  Brewster's  as  a  special.  In  obeying 
this  order  the  two  trains  collided  and  the  plaintiff  was  seriously 
injured.  The  court  below  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  appealed. 

The  negligence  of  the  train  dispatcher  is  admitted ;  but  the  de- 
fendant claimed  that  such  negligence  was  the  negligence  of  a  fellow 
servant,  for  which  it  is  not  liable ;  and  that  is  the  first  question 
presented  for  our  consideration. 

In  Wilson  v.  7%e  Willimantic  Linen  Co.,  60  Conn.  433,  this 
court  held  that  a  master  was  bound  to  provide  for  his  servant  a 
reasonably  safe  place  for  his  work  and  reasonably  safe  appliances. 
An  application  of  that  principle  to  a  railroad  company  would  re- 
quire it  to  keep  its  road  bed,  rolling  stock,  tools  and  implements,  in 
good  and  safe  condition  ;  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  adapted  to 
its  business,  so  as  to  guard  against  accidents ;  and  to  employ  skil- 
ful and  competent  agents  and  employees  in  every  department  of  its 
service.    In  short,  all  employers  shall  be  vigilant  in  the  use  of 
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tneana  and  in  the  adoptioD  of  measiirefl  to  make  these] 
employ  reasonably  safe*  To  that  extent  the  master 
risk*  On  the  other  hand  the  servant  assuiue*  the  nai 
nary  risks  incident  to  the  business,  including  those  a£ 
negligence  of  his  fellow  servants*  To  a  certain  exte 
tjon  between  the  two  clasaes  of  risks  is  obdous  and 
it  is  easy  to  determine  on  which  side  of  the  dividing 
falls;  but  along  the  line  on  either  side  is  a  wide  mai 
able  ground.  It  would  be  idle  to  attempt  to  notice  at 
number  of  the  many  eases  that  have  been  decided  oM 
They  are  so  oonflicting  that  it  is  impossible  to  recom 
it  is  equally  impossible  to  extract  from  tljem  any  g( 
principle  by  which  future  cases  or  any  considerable  p 
may  be  determined,  Diifering  views  are  entertaine 
courts  in  similar  cases.  To  some  extent  each  case 
by  the  peculiar  circurastAnces  attending  it.  Kor  are  d 
form  in  their  statement  of  the  principles  upon  whic 
exemption  rests.  In  an  early  case  the  servants  are 
engaged  in  a  joint  undertaking,  in  which  no  one,  ai 
other,  represents  the  master,  and  which  each  in  hwBi 
ment,  does  represent  his  principal,  and  in  which  eaci 
the  performance  of  his  several  part.  Other  cases  pi 5 
ground  that  there  is  an  implied  contract  by  the  servi 
risks  arising  from  the  negligence  of  his  fellow  servati; 
still  rest  it  upon  grounds  of  public  policy.  On  what 
is  placed  the  practical  diflSculty  remains^ — who  are  ft 
and  who  represent  the  company  ? 

In  Chicago,  31  ^  SL  P,  Ry.  Co.  Rom,  24  A 
(N.  S.)  94,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
court,  held  that  the  company  was  liable  to  an  engines 
ligence  of  the  conductor.  The  court  say :  There  it 
ment,  a  clear  distinction  to  be  made  in  their  relatioi 
mon  principal  between  servants  of  a  corporation 
supervision  over  others  engaged  with  them  in  the  sami 
and  agents  of  the  corporation,  clothed  with  the  contro 
roent  of  a  distinct  department,  in  which  their  duty  i 
of  direction  and  superintendence.  A  conductor^,  hai 
control  and  management  of  a  railway  train,  occupies  a 
position  from  the  brakeman^  the  porters,  and  othe^ 
employed.    He  is,  in  fact,  and  should  be  treated  aj 
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representative  of  the  corporation,  for  whose  negligence  it  is  re- 
sponsible to  subordinate  servants.  This  view  of  his  relation  to  the 
corporation  seems  to  us  a  reasonable  and  just  one,  and  it  will  insure 
more  care  in  the  selection  of  such  agents,  and  thus  give  greater 
security  to  the  servants  engaged  under  him  in  an  employment 
requiring  the  utmost  vigilance  on  their  part  and  prompt  and 
unhesitating  obedience  to  his  orders.  The  rule  which  applies  to 
such  agents  of  one  railway  corporation  must  apply  to  all,  and  many 
corporations  operate  every  day  several  trains  over  hundreds  of  miles 
at  great  distances  apart,  each  being  under  the  control  and  direction 
of  a  conductor  specially  appointed  for  its  management.  We  know 
from  the  manner  in  which  railways  are  operated  that,  subject  to  the 
general  rules  and  orders  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  the  con< 
ductor  has  entire  control  and  management  of  the  train  to  which  he 
is  assigned.  He  directs  when  it  shall  start,  at  what  speed  it  shall 
ran,  at  what  stations  it  shall  stop  and  for  what  length  of  time,  and 
everything  essential  to  its  successful  movements ;  and  all  persons 
employed  on  it  are  subject  to  his  orders.  In  no  proper  sense  of  the 
term  is  he  a  fellow  servant  with  the  fireman,  the  brakeman,  the 
porters  and  the  engineer.  The  latter  are  fellow  servants  in  the 
ranning  of  the  train  under  his  direction,  who  as  to  them  and 
the  train  stands  in  the  place  of  and  represents  the  corporation." 
Then  after  citing  several  cases  the  court  adds :  "  We  agree  with 
them  in  holding — and  the  present  case  requires  no  further  decision 
—that  the  conductor  of  a  railway  train,  who  commands  its  move- 
ments, directs  when  it  starts,  at  what  stations  it  shall  stop,  at  what 
speed  it  shall  ran,  and  has  the  general  management  of  it,  and  con- 
trol over  the  persons  employed  upon  it,  represents  the  company, 
and  therefore  that,  for  injuries  resulting  from  his  negligent  acts,  the 
company  is  responsible."  We  do  not  make  these  quotations  as 
necessarily  expressing  our  views  upon  a  case  like  that,  for  the  case 
at  bar  does  not  call  for  it,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
position  of  that  court. 

In  Sheehan  v.  N.  Y.  0.  ^  H.  B.  Rd.,  91  N.  Y.  832,  the  facts 
were  these:  Train  "337,"  an  irregular  or  special  train,  called 
**Wild  Cat,"  was  going  west  from  Auburn.  Train  "50"  was  a 
regular  train  going  east  from  Cayuga.  The  latter  was  due  at  Cayuga 
at  4.40  P.  M.,  and  would  go  east  at  4.45  by  schedule.  At  4.46  the 
snperintendent  telegraphed  to  "  337,"  "  Wild  Cat  to  Cayuga  regard- 
less  of  No.  50."  No  notice  was  given  to  "  60,"  and  no  rule  of  the 
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company  required  it,  bat  the  Baperintendent  telegraphed  to  the  tele- 
graph operator  at  Cayuga  to  hold  No.  50  for  orders.  The  operator 
told  the  conductor  to  hold  No.  50  for  train  No.  61.  He  neither 
exhibited  nor  delivered  any  message ;  no  rule  of  the  company  re- 
quired him  to  do  either.  No.  61  came  in  soon  after  and  No.  50 
started  towards  Auburn.  In  a  few  moments  it  collided  with  837," 
and  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  The  court  say  :  "  It  was  not  disputed 
at  the  trial,  nor  is  it  upon  this  appeal,  that  the  dispatching  of  train 
337—"  Wild  Cat"— and  the  holding  of  train  "  50,''  were  within  the 
province  of  the  superintendent,  nor  that,  in  respect  thereto,  be  rep- 
resented the  defendant  in  its  corporate  capacity.  Clearly  he  held 
that  relation. 

The  defendants'  counsel  in  commenting  upon  that  case,  suggest 
that  the  case  turned  upon  the  defective  nature  of  the  general  rules 
governing  the  movement  of  trains,  which  permitted  the  telegraph 
operator  to  deliver  a  train  order  verbally  to  the  conductor.  In  re- 
spect to  this,  the  court  say  :  *'  The  peremptory  order  of  the  super- 
intendent to  go  forward  regardless  of  No.  50  was  an  assurance  that 
the  track  would  be  free  and  safe  for  the  journey,  and  required  the 
defendants  to  take  reasonable  precautions  to  make  it  so.  The  rules 
of  the  company  did  not  require  Kieffer,  the  telegraph  operator,  to 
submit  the  message  received  by  him  to  the  conductor  or  engineer  of 
train  No.  50,  nor  a  communication  back  from  these  persons  that 
they  had  received  and  understood  the  order ;  an  omission  of  either 
circumstance  was  the  act  of  the  defendants  and  in  the  absence  of 
other  precautions  might  properly  be  held  to  constitute  negligence." 
It  is  obvious  that  the  court  regarded  the  superintendent,  who 
acted  as  train  dispatcher,  as  the  representative  of  the  corporation, 
and  his  negligence  was  the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  He  failed 
to  give  an  effective  order  to  hold  No.  50,  which  he  might  and  should 
have  done,  regardless  of  rules.  In  that  he,  and  through  him  the 
company  was  negligent.  And  none  the  less  so  that  the  company 
had  failed  to  establish  suitable  rules.  The  intimation  of  the  court 
is  clear  that  the  company  was  responsible  on  both  grounds. 

In  Chicago,  Burlington  ^  Quincy  Ed.  Co.  v.  McSallen,  84  111. 
109,  the  conductor  of  a  special  freight  train  received  an  order  from 
the  assistant  superintendent  directing  him  to  run  fifteen  minutes 
behind  the  time  of  a  regular  freight  train.  In  doing  so  he  came 
in  collision  with  a  regular  passenger  train  going  in  the  opposite  di- 
rection.    The  conductor  was  killed.    No  notice  was  given  to 
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the  passenger  train.  The  company  was  held  liable.  The  court  say  : 
^'As  between  the  conductor  and  company,  the  assistant  superintend- 
ent, to  whose  orders  the  trains  are  all  subject,  is  the  representative 
of  the  corporation.  His  orders  to  the  conductor  of  a  train  are  es- 
sentially the  orders  of  the  employer.  This  rule  applies  as  well  to 
all  orders  issued  by  his  assistants  in  oflSce  and  issued  in  his  name. 
These  orders  were  all  signed  in  the  name  of  Campbell,  the  assist- 
ant superintendent.  If  those  intrusted  by  him  with  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  business  of  the  corporation,  by  orders  issued  in  his 
name,  neglect  to  issue  a  necessary  order,  that  is  his  neglect  and  the 
negligence  of  the  corporation.** 

In  Kansas,  in  a  similar  case,  the  court  say  :  And  those  higher 
officers,  agents  or  servants  cannot,  with  any  degree  of  propriety,  be 
termed  fellow  servants  with  the  other  employees  who  do  not  possess 
any  such  extensive  powers  and  who  have  no  choice  but  to  obey  such 
superior  officers,  agents  or  servants.  Such  officers,  agents  or  ser- 
vants must  be  deemed  in  all  cases,  when  they  act  within  the  scope 
of  their  authority,  to  act  for  their  principal,  and,  in  fact,  to  be  the 
principal/*  It  is  conceded  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  in  Ohio, 
Illinois,  Tennessee  and  Kentucky,  the  law  is  substantially  as  indi- 
cated by  the  authorities  above  referred  to. 

On  the  other  hand  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  cases  above  named 
and  others  of  like  import,  are  a  departure  from  the  general  current 
of  authorities  elsewhere.  A  conductor  and  brakeman  have  been 
held  to  be  fellow  servants  in  Indiana  and  Michigan  :  Thayer  v.  St. 

Louis,  ^c,  Rt/.  CV,22  Ind.  26;  Smith  v.  %.  Ob.,  46  Mich. 

258.  So  also  an  overseer  and  a  laborer  under  his  charge.  Brown 
v.  Winona,  ^c,  Ry,  Co.,  27  Minn.  162  ;  and  a  foreman  and  work- 
man under  him.  Keystone  Bridge  Co,  v.  Newbury,  96  Penn.  St. 
246 ;  Daubert  v.  Picket,  4  Mo.  App.  591 ;  Hath  v.  Peters,  55 
Wis.  405;  Peterson  v.  Coal  ^  Mining  Co.,  50  Iowa  674.  In 
Massachusetts  they  have  pretty  rigidly  adhered  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  leading  case  of  Farwdl  v.  Boston  ^  Worcester  Rd.  Co,,  4  Met. 
49.  In  one  case  there  was  an  apparent  weakening ;  Ford  v.  Fitch- 
burg  Railroad  Co.,  110  Mass.  260  ;  but  the  court  soon  took  pains 
to  prevent  that  case  from  being  regarded  as  a  departure  from  the 
general  rule.  Holden  v.  Fitchburg  Railroad  Co.,  129  Mass.  268. 
In  that  case  Grat,  G.  J.,  says,  If  a  master  uses  reasonable  care 
in  employing  suitable  servants,  in  supplying  and  keeping  in  repair 
suitable  structures  and  engines,  and  in  giving  proper  directions  and 
Vol.  XXXIII — 58 
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taking  flue  precautions  as  to  their  use,  he  is  not  rm 
servant  for  the  uegligenoe  of  another  in  the  mnnng 
of  Buch  etructures  and  engines  iu  carrying  on  the  i 
In  another  place  be  adds  :  '*And  it  makes  nodifferer 
vant  whose  negligence  causes  the  injury^  is  a  sub  ni 
man  of  higlier  grade,  or  greater  auThority  than  the 

In  Fdtham  v.  England,  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B.33,it  is  Si 
of  exemption  is  not  altered  by  the  fiict  that  the  set 
negligence  is  a  servant  of  superior  authority^  whol 
tions  the  other  is  bound  to  obey. 

In  Wihon  v,  Merrtf^^n,^  R»  1  H*  L,  Scotch  A 
Lord  Chancellor  says:  But  what  the  master  iju 
bound  to  his  servant  to  do,  in  the  event  of  his  noll|H 
intending  and  directing  the  work,  is  to  select  proper 
persons  to  do  so,  and  to  furnish  them  with  adequaf 
resonrces  for  the  work*  When  ijc  has  done  this  i 
opinion,  done  all  that  be  is  bound  to  do/* 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  rule  prevailing  in  Maa 
iwbich  did  prevail  in  England  previous  to  the  pa^sag 
ployers*  Liability  Act,'*  hereinafter  referred  to,  mndu 
exemption  and  confines  the  liability  of  employers  wit 
limits.  If  such  a  rule  had  been  followed  in  Wihon 
Linen  Co,^  supra^  the  decision  must  have  been  ot 
rule,  we  think,  does  not  sufficiently  recognise  the  disti 
Bgenis,  managers,  and  even  supennton dents  on  the 
mere  servants  and  common  laborers  on  the  other— 
which  the  master  is  required  to  perform  and  work  whi 
performed  by  employees*  It  makes  little  nllownnce  fi 
and  does  not  sufficiently  regard  the  obvious  fact  thai 
stantly  arising,  especially  in  the  operation  of  railn 
general  rule  can  provide  for,  in  which  the  master  ml 
as  constructively  present,  in  which  some  one  must  b 
a  discretion  and  a  right  to  speak  and  command  in  h 
his  authority.  Such  a  right  carries  with  it  thecorm 
of  obedience ;  some  one  must  hear  and  obey. 

To  make  no  discrimination,  but  in  all  cases  to 
are  invested  with  authority  to  direct  and  control  ons 
ing  with  those  whoso  duty  it  is  merely  to  perform  a4 
out  discretion  and  without  rcsponsihilicy,  seems  to 
impoUtic 
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The  duties  of  a  master  in  most  cases  are  easily  distinguished  from 
those  of  an  employee.  The  proprietor  of  a  cotton  mill  is  bound  to 
have  a  safe  building,  a  safe  dam  or  engine,  and  safe  machinery  :  and 
he  is  bound  to  keep  them  so.  To  do  that  he  must  employ  ^kUled 
mechanics,  who  perform  his  duties.  Their  negligence  is  his  n^gli* 
gence.  The  English  rule  says  that  he  has  done  his  whole  <]uty 
when  he  has  employed  skilful,  careful  men  to  do  this  work.  We 
think  that  a  more  salutary  rule  would  be  to  require  him  to  see  that 
the  work  is  actually  done  with  care  and  skill ;  to  require  hitn  to 
inspect  the  work  personally  if  competent,  and  if  not,  to  employ 
others  who  are,  and  who  will  exercise  more  than  ordinary  care^  so 
as  to  make  it  reasonably  certain  that  the  operatives  will  be  i^ur- 
rounded  by  safe  machinery  and  appliances.  The  liability  of  the 
master  for  the  negligence  of  such  agents  is  a  surer  guarantee  of  . 
safety  than  immunity. 

The  diligence  required  will  be  the  greater  as  the  danger  and 
hazards  increase.  The  operation  of  a  railroad  requires  a  gr^titer 
degree  of  care  than  the  operation  of  a  cotton  mill.  It  is  the  duty 
of  a  railroad  corporation  to  prepare  a  time-table  and  adjust  the  run- 
ning of  its  trains  so  as  to  avoid  collisions.  It  must  also  devise  ^ome 
suitable  and  safe  method  by  which  to  run  special  and  irregular 
trains,  and  regular  trains  when  off  their  regular  time.  That  can- 
not be  done  by  general  rules.  Emergencies  will  arise  which  tio 
system  of  rules  can  anticipate  and  provide  for,  in  which  the  com- 
pany must  act  and  act  promptly  and  efficiently.  In  this  case  the 
scheme  devised  was  to  have  these  trains  controlled  by  one  who  knew 
the  position  and  movement  of  every  train  on  the  road  liable  to  be 
affected  by  them — a  train  dispatcher,  acting  in  the  name  and  by  the 
authority  of  the  superintendent.  Is  there  not  a  wide  and  manifest 
difference  between  the  duty  of  such  an  agent  and  the  duty  of  a 
locomotive  engineer?  The  duty  of  the  former  pertains  to  manage- 
ment and  direction;  that  of  the  latter  to  obedience.  It  is  imma- 
terial that  these  men  are  hired  and  paid  by  a  common  employer, 
and  that  their  employment  is  designed  to  accomplish  one  common 
result.  That  argument,  if  pressed  to  its  logical  conclusion,  would 
obliterate  all  distinctions  among  those  engaged  in  railroad  busjTjess, 
from  the  president  down  to  the  humblest  servant,  and  would 
practically  exempt  the  company  from  all  duty  and  all  liability  to 
those  in  its  service. 

A  reference  to  the  rules  of  the  company  in  connection  with  the 
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facta  will  serve  to  sbow  that  the  riewa  above  erpreai 
cable  to  thia  case.  Here  were  two  irregular  trains  w 
opjKiaite  directiuns  on  a  eingle  truck  railroad  so  aa 
olber.  It  Vfds  necessary  that  their  movements  shoal 
bj  instractionB  emanating  from  some  one  intelligeui 
rules  of  the  company  provifle  for  movmg  traius  by  s 
One  rule  is,  All  orders  shall  be  given  by  a  aupeiin; 
a  dispatcher  appointed  for  that  purpose,  under  c 
superintendent;  no  other  person  will  be  allowed  to 
Another  rule  is,  Division  supenQtendents  are  supr 
respective  divisions,  and  are  responsible  only  to  i\m 
for  such  orders  as  they  may  give.**  The  fQllowinj 
finding  of  the  court :  So  far  as  the  printed  rulea  ai 
of  the  company  did  not  govern,  the  train  dispatcher  ¥ 
to  give  such  orders  for  the  movement  and  protection  i 
saw  and  while  so  acting  he  bad  all  the  authority 
in  the  ateiid  and  place  of,  the  division  superintendent- 

The  train-dispatcher  then,  in  respect  to  the  matt 
these  trains,  was  supreme*  The  wfmle  power  of  th( 
whose  duty  it  was  to  move  them  safely,  was  delegated 
was  the  agent  through  whom  the  corporation  uttemptfl 
its  duty.  He  acted  in  its  name,  by  us  authority,  ant 
The  engineer  was  bound  to  obey  hia  order.  Disobedi 
tion  would  have  been  subversive  of  orders  and  diacipl 
ive  in  its  consequences^  and  just  cau^e  for  inimedi 
He  received  an  order  to  go  west  fi-om  Water  bury  on 
road  at  a  lime  when  another  train  was  approaching  Wi 
the  west.  The  order  was  imperative  and  it  require 
plieit  obedience.  He  obeyed.  He  did  not  then  kn 
qtiences,  but  the  company  did  or  should  have  known,  i 
to  the  order,  as  he  was  bound  to;  and  while  so  confo 
the  direct  consequence  thereof,  he  was  injured*  R 
and  law  require  that  the  company  should  be  lield  rea 

Another  rule  provides  that  '*in  emergencies  each  cl 
protnptly  obey  the  orders  of  any  superior  officer." 
the  company  made  the  order  of  tluit  officer,  whoevc 
and  of  whatever  grade  he  mny  be,  its  own.  If  the  oi 
proper  one,  and,  in  executing  it,  another  employee  i 
company  should  be  responsible.  In  such  a  case  the 
vice  becomes  and  is  materiaL 
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That  rale  too,  in  its  spirit  had  an  application  to  the  case.  There 
vas  something  in  the  nature  of  an  emergency.  There  was  no  roou 
for  divided  coansels ;  there  must  be  unitj  of  purpose  and  one  mind 
most  control.  That  power  and  duty  devolved  upon  the  train  dis- 
patcher. 

It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  the  principles  which  we  think  should 
govern  this  case  have  been  embodied  in  an  act  of  Parliament,  and 
are  now  the  law  of  England.  The  decisions  of  her  courts  on  this 
question  have  been  overruled  by  statute.  In  1880,  the  "  Employ- 
ers' Liability  Act"  was  passed,  which  is  chap.  42,  43,  44  Victoria, 
the  first  section  of  which  is  as  follows :  *'  When  after  the  commence- 
ment of  this  act  personal  injury  is  caused  to  a  workman  (1)  By 
reason  of  any  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  ways,  works,  machinery 
or  plant  connected  with  or  used  in  the  business  of  the  employer  ; 
or  (2)  By  reason  of  the  negligence  of  any  person  in  the  service  of 
the  employer  who  has  any  superintendence  entrusted  to  him  whilst 
in  the  service  of  such  superintendence ;  or  (3)  By  reason  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  any  person  in  the  service  of  the  employer  to  whoseorders 
or  directions  the  workman  at  the  time  of  the  injury  was  bound  to 
conform,  and  did  conform,  when  such  injury  resulted  from  his  hav- 
ing so  conformed ;  or  (4)  By  reason  of  the  act  or  omission  of  any 
person  in  the  service  of  the  employer  done  or  made  in  obedience  to 
the  rules  or  by-laws  of  the  employer  ;  or  (5)  By  reason  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  any  person  in  the  service  of  the  employer  who  has  the 
charge  or  control  of  any  signal,  points,  locomotive  engine  or  train 
npon  a  railway.  The  workman,  or,  in  case  the  injury  results  in 
death,  the  legal  personal  representative  of  the  workman,  and  any 
person  entitled  in  case  of  death,  shall  have  the  same  right  of  com- 
pensation and  remedies  against  the  employer  as  if  the  workman  had 
not  been  a  workman  of  nor  in  the  service  of  the  employer  nor  engaged 
in  his  work." 

The  act  limits  the  amount  to  be  recovered  in  certain  cases ;  and 
will  cease  to  be  operative  af  the  end  of  seven  years  unless  re-enacted. 

Among  the  rules  of  the  company  which  had  been  placed  in  the 
plaintiflT s  hands  is  the  following ;  "  The  regular  compensation  of 
employees  covers  all  risk  or  liability  to  accident."  The  record  does 
not  show  that  the  defendant  claimed  in  the  court  below  that  this  was 
equivalent  to  a  contract  exempting  it  from  liability  for  its  own  neg- 
ligence, nor  do  the  reasons  of  appeal  present  any  such  question. 
When  such  a  question  is  presented  we  may  be  called  upon  to  con- 
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sider  whether  public  policy  will  permit  a  railroad  company  to  make 
such  a  contract  with  its  employees. 

A  new  trial  is  not  ordered. 


The  common  law  regulating  the  lia- 
bility of  masters  for  injaries  received 
by  .servants  in  the  coarse  of  their  service, 
is  thus  stated  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw  of 
Massachusetts,  in  a  case  which  has  the 
distinction  of  being  cited  as  a  leading 
one  in  England  as  well  as  in  America : 
11  V.  Boston  ^  Worcester  Rd.,  4 
Meti  all  49.  (See  also,  Whart.  on  Neg., 
J  109  ;  Thompson  on  Neg.  969  ;  Totten 
V.  Pf>nna.  Rd.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  564.) 
**  He  who  engages  in  the  employment 
of  another  for  the  performance  of  speci- 
fied duties  and  services  for  compensa- 
tion, takes  upon  himself  the  natural  and 
ordinary  risks  and  perils  incident  to 
the  performance  of  such  services,  and  in 
legal  presumption,  the  compensation  is 
adjusted  accordingly.  And  we  are  not 
aware  of  any  principle  which  should 
except  the  perils  arising  from  the  care- 
lessness and  negligence  of  those  who  are 
in  the  same  employment."  Further  on 
the  chief  justice  says  :  **  Where  several 
persons  are  employed  in  the  conduct  of 
one  common  enterprise  or  undertaking, 
and  the  safety  of  each  depends  much  on 
the  care  and  skill  with  which  each  shall 
perform  his  appropriate  duty,  each  is  an 
observer  of  the  conduct  of  the  others,  can 
give  notice  of  any  misconduct,  incapacity 
or  neglect  of  duty,  and  leave  the  service 
if  the  common  employer  will  not  take 
such  precautions  and  employ  such  agents 
as  the  safety  of  the  whole  party  may 
require." 

Certain  limitations  of  this  law  must  be 
noticed.  The  master  must  take  care  to 
provide  good  servants  and  suitable  tools 
if  he  would  avoid  liability,  but  it  is  only 
reasonable  care  that  the  law  exacts  ;  the 
master  is  not  an  insurer. 

For  instance,  machinery  need  not  be 
fitted  with  the  latest  appliances  if  it  is 
strong  and  safe  with  ordinary  care : 


2  Thompson  on  Neg.  982-8 ;  A.T.^  S, 
F.  Rd.  V.  ffoL,  29  Kans.  149 ;  M.  C. 
Rd,  v.  Smithson,  45  Mich.  212  ;  1.8.^- 
M,  S.  Rd,  V.  McComdck,  74  Ind.  440. 
It  is  even  the  doctrine  of  some  courts 
that  the  master  is  bound  rather  to  good 
faith  than  to  care,  and  so  may  use  de- 
fective machinery  provided  the  work- 
man knows  its  condition:  ffatfden  t. 
JIdfg.  Co,,  29  Conn.  548.    Contra,  Kain 

Snufh,  89  N.  Y.  375.  More  care  is 
required  of  the  employer  where  a  child 
is  concerned  than  in  the  case  of  an  adult 
hand  :  Cooley  on  Torts  553  ;  2  Thomp- 
son on  Neg.  977.  If  the  master  directs 
work  in  person  he  is  answerable  for  the 
consequences  of  ordering  hands  into 
positions  of  unusual  danger  :  Miller  v. 
U,  P,  Rd.y  1 7  Fed.  Rep.  67  ;  2  Thomp- 
son on  Neg.  974.  If  he  turns  over  the 
whole  ordering  of  the  work  to  a  saper- 
intendent,  then  by  the  law  of  agency  the 
deputy  stands  in  his  principalis  place. 

But  on  the  further  point  whether  a 
deputy  clothed  with  partial  au^rity 
only — ^a  foreman  or  upper  servant- 
stands  in  the  master's  place,  a  decided 
change  is  taking  place  from  the  old  rolo 
that  a  foreman  is  a  fellow-servant  with 
others,  and  the  master  is,  therefore,  not 
liable  for  his  negligence.  Almost  all  the 
many  decisions  on  this  subject  are  rail- 
road cases,  where  the  question  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  company  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  such  subordinate  officials  as 
track-ttiasters,  train-despatchers,  condoo- 
tors,  engineers.  It  is  impossible,  here, 
to  take  up  the  examination  of  the  law  of 
every  state.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
western  and  southern  states  have,  most 
of  them,  departed  from  the  old  rule.  As 
the  principal  case  indicates,  so  has  Con- 
necticut. So,  in  a  measure,  has  New 
York.  Pennsylvania  keeps  on  the  whole 
to  the  old  law,  to  which  Massachusetts 
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stoutlr  adheres:  Malone  r.  Hathawaif, 
64  N.  Y.  5  ;  Coal  Co,  v.  Jones,  86  Pcnn. 
St.  438.  Bat  see  Mullen  v.  P,  S,  Co,, 
78  Id.  25 ;  ffoUUn  v.  Rd,,  129  Mass. 

It  was  said  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
North  Carolina,  in  a  recent  review 
of  the  authorities,  that  no  definition  of 
the  term  *' fcllow-servant,"  applicable  to 
all  cases,  had  yet  been  adopted  by  the 
coarts,  and  probably  oould  not  be.  So 
rariant  were  the  relations  between  master 
and  servants  in  different  employments, 
and  so  close  the  line  of  demarcation  be- 
tween co-laborers  and  middlemen,  that 
each  case  would  have  to  stand  upon  its 
own  facts :  Dobbin  v.  Bd.,  81  N.  C.  446. 
Tlias,  also,  it  has  been  decided  that 
whether  parties  were  fellow-servants  was 
a  question  for  a  juVy :  L  4r  St,  L,  Bd, 
V.  Morgenstem  (111.),  12  Am.  &  Eng. 
Rd.  Cases  228.  A  principle  upon 
which  the  change  in  the  law  is  based, 
and  with  which,  certainly,  no  fault  can 
be  foand,  is  that  when  the  master  dele- 
gates any  duty  which  belongs  to  himself, 
he  is  liable  for  its  proper  performance : 
Hnnntbal  ^  St,  Joseph  Bd.  v.  Fox 
(Eans.),  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Bd.  Cases 
325. 

Starting  with  this  principle,  one  way 
of  determining  the  line  between  a  deputy 
and  a  mere  servant  is  by  the  ruling  that 
it  is  the  absolute  duty  of  the  master  to  pro- 
vide proper  instrumentalities  for  the  conduct 
of  the  businessy  and  if  he  commits  this 
duty  to  a  deputy,  the  master  is  neverthe- 
less liable  for  its  performance.  This 
rule  is  well  illustrated  by  two  Minne- 
sota cases:  Drymala  ir,  Thompson,  26 
Minn.  40;  Broum  v.  Bd,,  15  Am.  & 
Eng.  Kd.  Cases  (Minn.)  333.  In  the 
fim  of  these  a  train  hand  was  hart  by 
cars  being  thrown  from  the  track  where 
the  section-master,  in  repairing,  had 
taken  up  a  rail  and  had  omitted  to  send 
oat  signals  to  warn  approaching  trains. 
"Here,"  said  the  court,  in  effect,  "the 
track  is  an  instrumentality  necessary  to 
the  working  of  the  road  which  it  is  the 


master's  absolute  and  personal  duty  to 
keep  in  repair,  and  as  the  company  dele- 
gated this  duty  to  the  track- master,  it  if 
answerable  to  an  employee  fur  his  neg- 
lect.'' In  the  other  case  a  train  ran  into 
some  cars  which  had  been  left  standing 
upon  the  main  track  at  a  station,  con- 
trary to  rule,  and  the  engineer  was  in- 
jured. The  fault  was  that  of  the 
station  agent,  who  had  charge  of  the  sta- 
tion and  the  tracks  about  it.  The  court 
said,  in  substance,  after  referring  to  the 
previous  case :  Here  was  an  improper 
use  of  proper  instrumentalities,  and  for 
this  the  company  ought  not  to  be  held 
liable.  Nor  had  the  station  agent  any 
general  superintendence  of  a  branch  of 
the  business." 

It  is  perhaps  on  this  ground  that  it  is 
generally  held  that  servants  in  charge 
of  the  construction  and  repair  of  ma- 
chinery are  vice-principals :  H,  ^  T,  C, 
Bd,  V.  Marcellesy  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Rd. 
Cases  231  ;  Bough  v.  Bd.,  100  U.  S. 
213. 

Another  mode  of  determining  the  line 
between  a  deputy  and  a  mere  servant, 
is  by  ruling  that  the  master  is  liable  if. 
the  negligent  servant  is  in  charge  of  some 
department  of  the  master^ s  business.  But 
this  being  in  charge"  must  be  more 
than  a  mere  right  to  oversee  hands  or 
direct  work ;  it  must  be  more  than 
getting  higher  pay,  or  holding  a  posi- 
tion of  special  skill.  Not  the  relative 
grade,  but  the  nature  of  the  duty,  makes 
the  difference.  There  must  be  some  re- 
sponsibility, some  **  control  or  superior 
authority  over  another"  (McCrart,  J., 
charging  jury,  Gravelle  v.  Bd.,  3  Mc- 
Crary  363) ,  so  as  to  put  the  deputy  pro 
tanto  in  the  master's  place  :  Fraker  v. 
Bd,  (Minn.)  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Rd.  Cases 
256  \  N,  C,  St,  L,  Bd,  V.  Wheless, 
10  Lea  (Tenn.)  741,  15  Am.  &Eng.  Rd. 
Cases,  315  ;  C.  ^  A,  Bd.  x.  May,  (111.) 
Id.  320. 

Thus,  a  railroad  road -master — an 
officer  usually  considered  a  vice-prin- 
cipal— has  been  held  not  a  vice-principal 
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wnen  he  was  acting  for  the  occasion  as  a 
mere  foreman  of  a  gang  of  laborers  : 
JJoke  T.  Jid,,  11  Mo.  App.  574. 

The  dec'ision  of  the  Supreme  Conrt  of 
the  United  States,  in  C,  Af,  ^  St.  P. 
Bd,  T.  Ross,  24  Am.  L.  Keg.  (N.  S.) 
94,  cited  in  the  principal  case,  though  by 
a  divided  court — Justices  Matthews, 
Gray,  Bbady  and  Biatchfobd,  dis- 
senting— may  mark  a  turning  point  in 
the  law.  The  facts  are  these :  The  con- 
ductor of  a  freight  train  received  a  tele- 
gram to  lay  over  at  a  certain  station  to 
allow  a  special  train  to  pass.  Instead 
of  notifying  the  engineer  at  once,  as  the 
rules  required,  the  conductor  went  into 
the  caboose  and  went  to  sleep.  The 
train  did  not  stop  at  the  station,  collided 
with  the  special,  and  the  engineer  was 
killed.  The  company  was  held  liable. 
See  also,  Moon  v.  /?</.,  Ct.  of  App.  of 
Va.,  20  Cent.  L.  J.  33. 

A  third  and  very  common  test  for 
determining  the  line  between  vice-prin- 
cipal and  servant  is,  whether  the  party 
has  power  to  employ  and  discharge  hands. 
This  is  sometimes  regarded  as  an  abso- 
lute test,  and  sometimes  as  an  element 
to  be  considered  in  the  case :  T.  M»  Rd. 
V.  Whitmore,  58  Tex.  276  ;  Tyson  t. 
Rd.,  61  Ala.  554  ;  C,  ^  A.  Rd.  y. 
May  (111.),  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Rd.  Cas. 
320,  and  note ;  Henry  v.  Brady,  9  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  143.  See  also,  Rd.  v.  Decker, 
82Fenn.  St.  119. 

All  three  of  the  foregoing  rules  for 
distinguishing  between  vice-principal 
and  servant,  are  illustrated  in  a  late 
Wisconsin  case  :  Peschel  v.  C.  M.  4r  St. 
P.  Ry.  (Nov.  1884),  21  N.  W.  Rep. 
269.  The  plaintiff  was  injured  while 
engaged  with  other  mechanics  and  labor- 
ers, under  a  foreman,  in  putting  up  a 
water-tank  and  wind- mill.  A  post, 
called  the  anchor-post,  had  not  been  set 
deep  enough  in  the  ground  and  gave 
way,  letting  the  hoisting  tackle  fall  upon 
the  plaintiff.  The  foreman  in  charge  of 
the  work  had  no  general  power  to  em- 
ploy and  discharge  hands,  tliongh  an- 


thorized,  in  certain  cases,  to  discbarge  a 
man  who  did  not  give  satisfaction  and 
employ  another.  The  foreman  was 
himself  under  the  orders  of  a  master- 
carpenter.  It  was  held  that  the  action 
came  not  from  defective  machinery,  for 
which  the  master  would  be  blamable, 
but  from  a  faulty  setting  in  place  of  ma- 
chinery good  in  itself,  which  was  the 
fault  of  the  servants  engaged  in  ^e  work. 
It  was  also  held  that  the  foreman  was  a 
fellow-servant  of  the  injured  party. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  delegation  of 
autliority  will  more  readily  be  inferred 
where  the  master  is  a  corporation,  but  it 
is  not  easy  to  deduce  any  role  on  this 
point,  because  there  are  so  few  cases 
where  the  master  is  not  a  corporation. 
In  England  no  such  distinction  is  ad- 
mitted:  Thompson  on  Neg.  1031,  and 
note ;  Drickner  v.  /?</.,  49  N.  Y.  672; 
Patterson  v.  Rd.,  76  Penn.  St.  389; 
Malone  v.  Hathaway,  64  N.  Y.  5  ;  Hew- 
ells  V.  Sted  Co.,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  62. 

In  adiiition  to  the  inquiry,  who  is  to 
be  deemed  a  vice-principal !  the  law  is 
in  a  transition  state  as  to  the  question, 
when  are  workmen  in  a  common  employ- 
ment ?  The  general  rule  laid  down  by 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  that  they  are  in  a 
common  employment  who  .«erve  and  are 
paid  by  the  same  master,  and  aid  in  car- 
rying out  the  same  enterprise  (Thomp* 
son  on  Neg.  1026),  has  been  departed 
from  .in  some  states  where  it  is  held, 
those  only  are  in  a  common  employment 
who  may  actually  overlook  each  other's 
work :  Rd.  v.  Jones,  9  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
27;  McGowan  v.  Rd.,  61  Mo  528; 
Stnith  V.  Potter,  46  Mich.  258  ;  Rd.  v. 
Morgenstem,  106  111.216.  It  has  been 
snid  to  be  the  law  in  the  federal  courts 
that  common  employment  means  the 
same  department  of  duty  :  GRmsBAV, 
J.,  in  Kinp  v.  0.  ^  M.  Rd.,  11  BisseU 
362. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  look  at  the 
statutory  changes  in  the  law. 

The  fullest  and  most  complete  statute, 
the  English  Employers'  Liability  Act  of 
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1880  (43  k  44  Vict.  c.  42),  provides 
that  workmen,  or  their  representatives, 
shall  have  an  action  a^^ainst  their  em- 
pioyen  (which  includes  associations, 
corporate  or  incorporate,)  for  injuries  or 
death  happening : 

1.  By  reason  of  defects  in  **  ways, 
works,  machinery,  or  plant,**  arising 
from  the  employer's  negligence,  unless 
the  workman  knew  of  the  defect  and 
failed  to  give  notice  of  it. 

2.  By  reason  of  the  negligence  of  any 
one  having  superintendence  entrusted  to 
him;  or 

3.  By  reason  of  the  negligence  of  any 
person  to  whose  orders  the  workman  was 
bound  to  conform. 

4.  By  reason  of  bad  rules  and  regula- 
tions ;  but  none  shall  be  bad  which  have 
been  approved  by  the  proper  department 
of  government. 

5.  By  reason  of  the  negligence  of  any 
employee  having  "charge  or  control  of 
any  signal,  points,  locomotive  engine, 
or  train  upon  a  railway." 

The  compensation  to  be  recovered 
may  not  exceed  the  estimated  earnings 
for  three  years  previous,  of  workmen  in 
like  employment  and  in  the  same  dis- 
trict, as  the  injured  person.  Notice  of 
the  injury  roust  be  given  to  the  em- 
ployer within  ^ix  weeks,  and  snit  begun 
within  six  months,  or  in  case  of  death 
within  twelve  months,  except  that  in 
cases  of  death  the  judge  may  excuse  the 
lack  of  notice  if  he  see  fit.  The  act  ap- 
plies to  railway  servants  and  also  to  any 
**  laborer,  servant  in  husbandry,  jour- 
neyman-artificer, or  otherwise  engaged 
in  manual  labor.'*  By  a  hard  though 
possibly  accurate  interpretation  of  these 
words,  an  omnibus  conductor  whose  busi- 
ness it  was  to  look  out  for  passengers 
and  take  fares,  was  held  not  **  engaged 
in  manual  labor'* :  Morgan  v.  Omnibut 
Co.,  L.  R.,  ISQ.  B.  Div.  882. 

According  to  English  law  the  em- 
ployer must  provide  proper  and  safe 
machinery,  but  the  cases  are  not  uniform 
on  the  point  whether  if  the  employed 

Vol.  XXXIII.— 59 


knows  the  machinery  unsafe  and  makes 
no  complaint,  he  may  hold  the  employer 
liable.  We  can  come  nearest  to  recon- 
ciling the  decisions  by  saying  with  Lord 
CocKBURN,  not  very  definitely,  it  must 
be  admitted :  **  That  the  risks  neces- 
sarily involved  in  the  service  must  not 
be  aggravated  by  any  omission  on  the 
part  of  the  master,  to  keep  the  ma- 
chinery in  the  condition  in  which,  from 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  the  nature 
of  the  employment,  the  servant  had  a 
right  to  expect  it  would  bo  kept:*' 
Clarke  t.  ffoim$$,  7  H.  &  N.  937, 
Whart.  on  Neg,  210.  See  also  Dynen  v. 
Leach,  26  L.  J.  Ex.  221  ;  Assop  v. 
Yates,  2  H.  &  N.  767  ;  Weems  v. 
Malhiesm,  4  Macqueen  H.  L.  Gas.  215. 
But  now  the  Employers*  Liability  Act 
settles  it,  and  as  we  think  rightly,  that 
an  employer  is  liable  for  defects  in  ap- 
paratus which  he  knows,  or  ought  to 
know  of;  for  a  man  cannot  contract  that 
he  shall  not  be  responsible  for  his  own 
neglect,  nor  is  the  negligence  of  an  em- 
ployer a  risk  incident  to  his  servant's 
employment.  Thus,  a  case  arose  under 
the  act,  where  a  man  had  been  killed  by 
a  lump  of  coke  falling  upon  him  from  a 
lift  under  which  he  was  standing.  The 
sides  of  the  lift  ought  to  have  been  fenced 
in.  It  was  argued  that  the  word  **  de- 
fect** did  not  mean  unfitness  for  the 
purposes  to  which  it  was  applied  of  a 
machine  perfect  as  far  as  it  went,  but 
the  court  said  that  if  a  machine  was  not 
suitable  for  the  purposes  it  was  used  for, 
of  course  it  was  defective :  Heske  v. 
Samuelson^  L.  R.,  12  Q.  B.  30.  A 
**  defect  in  condition  of  ways  **  means  a 
defect  in  the  way  itself ;  not  an  obstruc- 
tion lying  in  it:  McGiffin  v.  Ship- 
hwlding  Co.,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  Div.  1. 

In  making  the  master  responsible  for 
the  negligence  of  his  superintendent, 
and  for  bad  rules  and  regulations,  the 
Employers*  Liability  Act  is  declaratory 
of  the  existing  law,  but  it  introduces  a 
material  change  when  it  makes  the  em- 
ployer answerable  for  the  negligence  of 
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anyone,  "  to  whose  orders  the  workman 
was  bound  to  conform."  Hitherto  the 
English  law  on  this  point  has  been  the 
stricter  rule  that  a  deputy's  negligence  is 
chargeable  upon  the  principal  only  when 
the  delegation  of  auUiority  is  total,  not 
partial  nor  over  a  certain  department  of 
work  :  Murphy  v.  Smith,  19  C.  B.  N.  S. 
361;  Conway  T,  Bdfastf  Ry.,  11 
Ir.  R.  C.  L.  345. 

This  portion  of  the  act  also  has  been 
oouKtrued  :  One  may  be  superintendent 
although  he  occasionally  assists  in  manual 
labor,  while  on  the  other  hand  a  man 
whose  duty  it  was  to  manage  a  guy-rope 
on  a  crane  and  gire  directions  when  to 
hoist  and  lower,  has  been  held  not  a  su- 
perintendent. Again,  when  a  foreman 
induced  a  boy  by  the  promise  of  extra 
pay  to  do  work  which  by  a  known  rule 
of  the  employer  was  forbidden  to  boys, 
it  was  held  that,  in  the  circumstances, 
the  order  was  not  one  to  which  the  boy 
was  bound  to  conform :  OAome  v.  Jack- 
son, L.  R.,  11  Q.  B.  DiT.  619  ;  Shaffer* 
y.  General  Steam  Nav,  Co.,  L.  R.,  10 
Id.  357  ;  Bunker  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co.,  47 
L.  Times  476. 

Another  and  a  radical  change  in  the 
law  is  wrought  by  the  section  of  the  act 
which  gives  an  action  against  the  em- 
ployer where  an  employee  is  killed  or 
injured  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow- 
workman  in  charge  or  control  of  any 
railway  signals,  trains,  and  so  forth. 
This  provision  abolishing  the  defence  of 
conmion  employment,  as  far  as  certain 
classes  of  railroad  workmen  are  con- 
cerned, has  been  interpreted  with  some 
exactness.  A  man  having  charge  of  a 
set  of  trucks  run  by  a  hydraulic  engine 
along  a  line  of  railway,  was  held  to  have 
"  charge  of  a  train."  A  nice  distinction 
was  made  in  another  case  :  A  man  who 
worked  under  an  inspector,  and  whose 
business  it  was  to  clean  and  oil  switches 
and  signals,  after  oiling  some  switch 
gear,  left  the  cover  of  the  box  which  en- 
closed the  gear  projecting  over  the  track, 
to  that  a  train  was  thrown  off  the  raib. 


It  was  decided  that  as  his  business  wss 
only  to  oil  and  clean,  be  bad  not  control 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act :  Cox  v. 
G.  W,  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.,  «  Q.  B.  Div. 
106  ;  GibbM  V.  G.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  11  Id. 
S2.  The  act  includes  a  temporary  rail- 
road laid  down  by  a  contractor :  Doughty 
V.  JFtrbank,  10  Q.  B.  Div.  358.  (A 
steam  crane  fixed  on  a  car  is  not  a  loco- 
motive: Murphy  v.  WiUon,  52  L.  J., 
Q.  B.  524.) 

Coming  to  this  country,  we  find  that 
in  Georgia  a  railroad  is  liable  to  one 
employee  for  the  negligence  of  another, 
when  the  injured  person  is  not  charge- 
able with  contributory  negligence.  Wii- 
consin  has  a  similar  statute :  Code  of 
Georgia,  {{  2083,  2203,  3033,  3036; 
Maker  v.  W.  fi-  A.  Rd.,  68  6a.  699; 
R.  Stat.  Wis.  {  1816,  Gmnzr.  C,  Jf. 
i-  St.  P.  Ry.,  52  Wis.  672.  (This  stat. 
ute  not  class  legislation  :  Dithemer  v. 
C.  M.  ^  St.  P.  Ry.,  47  Wis.  138.) 
Statutes  in  Iowa  and  Kansas  apply  oolj 
to  persons  operating  railroads ;  not  to 
other  railroad  employees.  This  con- 
struction was  put  upon  the  Iowa  statute, 
and  also  upon  the  Kansas  statute  copied 
from  it,  that  they  might  not  be  open  to 
tlie  constitutional  objection  of  partial  and 
class  legislation.  McClain*s  Dig.  (Iowa) 
p.  357  :  Compiled  Laws  of  Kansas  1879, 
p.  784  ;  fJeppe  v.  Rd.,  36  Iowa  52 ; 
Mo.  Ihc.  Ry.  V.  Haley,  25  Kans.  35. 

Accordingly,  opening  and  closing  the 
doors  of  a  round-house  has  been  pro- 
nounced not  connected  with  the  opers- 
tion  of  a  railroad  ;  nor  is  a  section-hand 
loading  a  car  within  the  benefits  of  the 
act,  although  he  would  be  when  going 
over  the  line  on  a  band-car :  Mahme  v. 
Rd„  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Rd.  Cos.  165; 
Smith  V.  Rd.,  59  Iowa  73 ;  Frandsen  v. 
Rd.,  36  Id.  872. 

In  certain  states  (Maine,  Mississippi, 
Missouri,  West  Virginia,  Colorado), 
statutes  giving  to  "any  person"  in- 
jured the  right  to  sue  the  railroad  com- 
pany, do  not  extend  to  employees.  In 
Kentucky  it  is  otherwise:    Carle  t. 
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Bangor,  ^-c,  iW.,  43  Maine  269  ;  Rd. 
T.  Hughes,  49  Miw.  258 ;  Proctor  v. 
/ii,  64  Mo.  112;  A.  T.^S.F.  Ry.  v. 
/bmw  6  Col.  498  ;  RandaU  v.  fi.  tf-  0. 
/W.,  S.  C.  U.  8.,  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Rd. 
Cas.  243;  McLeodT.  Ginther,  80  Ky. 
899.  A  Massachusetto  statute  prevents 
employers  evading  by  contract  any  lia- 
bility which  otherwise  they  might  be 
sabject  to,  but  imposes  no  new  liability  : 
Ma5s.  Gen.  Stat.  1882,  p.  422.  Under 
ihe  English  act,  workman  may  contract 
not  to  claim  compensation  :  Griffiths  r, 
DwUey,  L.  R.,  9  Q.  B.  357. 

We  pass  over  the  statutes  in  both 
coontries  which  establish  regulations  for 
the  government  of  mines  and  factories, 
and  make  the  owner  answerable  to  his 
employees  for  the  disregard  of  these 
regulations,  bccau;ie  such  statutes  only 
defijie  the  employer's  negligence,  and 
introduce  no  new  principles  of  law. 

In  studying  the  English  Employers* 
Liability  Act,  one  cannot  but  be  struck 
with  the  evidences  of  care  and  attention 
it  displays.  The  act  is  careful  to  define 
the  terms  it  uses.  By  limiting  the  com- 
pensation which  injured  parties  can  re- 
cover, the  plundering  of  employers 
through  the  prejudices  and  sympathies 
of  juries  is  prevented.  By  the  require- 
ment that  timely  notice  of  injury  sus- 
tained shall  be  sent  to  the  employer^  he 
is  enabled  to  know  what  he  is  sued  for, 
and  need  not  fear  lest  all  manner  of 
swindling  actions  be  sprung  upon  him. 
How  much  calling  of  witnesses  and 
wrangling  of  counsel  will  that  clause  of 
the  act  dispense  with,  by  which  all  rules 
and  regulations  of  employers  are  con- 
sidered good  which  have  thfe  approval  of 
government. 

Our  own  statutes  are  most  of  them 
short  articles  or  parts  of  articles  in  codes, 
and  seem  to  be  due  rather  to  impulse 
than  to  any  thorough  examination  of  the 
law  of  master  and  servant. 

It  has  no  doubt  been  observed  by  the 
reader,  that  all  the  American  statutes 
apply  only  to  railroad  employees,  and 


that  the  English  act  makes  iU  most 
decided  change  in  the  law  in  favor  of  the 
same  class.  This  no  doubt  proceeds 
from  the  fact  tliat  there  is  no  other  em- 
ployment in  which  so  great  a  number  of 
men  are,  at  once,  in  such  danger  frbm 
the  carelessness  of  others,  and  so  power- 
less to  provide  against  it.  But  to  make 
the  change  in  the  law  impartial  and 
thorough,  the  right  to  recover  ought  to 
be  extended  to  persons  engaged  in  other 
employments,  who  are  exposed  to  un- 
usual risks  from  their  fellow  servants, 
which  they  cannot  guard  against.  In 
Hoth  V.  Peters,  55  Wis.  405,  the  plain- 
tiff, a  workman  in  a  lumber  yard,  was 
on  a  car  piling  lumber,  and  was  injured 
by  the  starting  of  the  car.  The  employer 
was  held  not  liable.  If  the  plaintiff  had 
been  a  railroad  employee,  doing  the  very 
same  work,  no  doubt  he  would  have  re- 
covered damages. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  changes  in 
the  law  which  we  have  been  surveying 
must  stand,  we  take  to  be  the  weakness 
of  the  defence  of  common  employment, 
when  it  rests  upon  an  assumption  of  law, 
and  not  upon  ascertained  facts.  The 
circumstances  of  many,  if  not  most  cases, 
make  it  absurd  to  pretend  that  the  in- 
jured party  could  have  insured  his  safety 
by  watching  others  in  the  same  service. 

Take,  as  an  example,  the  leading  case 
quoted  at  the  beginning  of  this  paper, 
that  of  an  engineer  hurt  by  the  careless- 
ness of  a  switch-tender.  If  the  law  is  to 
remain  unchanged,  let  it  be  upon  the 
ground  that  the  servant  assumes  the  risks 
incident  to  his  employment,  a  conclusion 
which  though  it  may  sometimes  bear  hard, 
is  reasonable  enough. 

Never  was  it  more  impyortant  than  it  is 
now,  when  the  tendency  in  every  depart- 
ment of  thought  is  to  pass  authority  by, 
and  search  into  the  causes  of  things,  that 
the  law  should  commend  itself  to  the 
plain  sense  of  men  in  its  reasonings  as 
well  as  its  rules. 

Charlks  Chauhcey  Savaob. 
Philadelphia. 
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Hie  Supreme  Court  of  New  York. 
KINGMAN  V.  FRANK. 

Where  a  mirried  woman,  haring  a  separate  estate  or  business,  employs  her  hus- 
band to  manage  the  same,  and  agrees  to  pay  him  a  stated  compensation  fur  his  ser- 
Tices,  a  chose  in  action  in  his  favor  against  her  is  created,  which,  on  her  failure  to 
pay,  can  be  reached  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  husband. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon  an  order  sustaining  a 
demurrer  to  a  complaint. 

Daniels,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  suit  i?as  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  judgment  creditor  of 
the  defendant  Gustave  Frank,  after  the  issuing  and  return  of  an 
execution  unsatisfied  against  his  property.  The  only  property  which 
it  was  alleged  he  had  that  was  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
judgment,  was  a  debt  of  $1040  owing  to  him  from  his  wife.  Thia 
debt  was  alleged  to  have  arisen  for  services  performed  by  him  in  her 
employment,  under  an  agreement  by  which  she  agreed  to  employ 
him  to  manage  and  superintend  a  separate  business  carried  on  by  her 
as  a  dealer  in  dry  goods  and  notions,  for  which  she  agreed  to  pay 
him  eight  dollars  a  week.  It  is  further  alleged  that  he  entered  upon 
the  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  continued  under  it  in  her 
service  until  the  alleged  indebtedness  had  accrued  in  his  favor. 

The  demurrer  was  served  upon  the  alleged  ground  that  these 
facts  did  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  it  was  sustained  by 
the  court  for  the  reason  that  the  husband  himself  could  not  enforce 
the  payment  of  his  salary  by  an  action  against  his  wife. 

That  she  should  employ  him  as  she  did  to  perform  services  for 
her  in  her  separate  business,  resulted  from  the  statutory  provision 
empowering  her  to  carry  it  on  the  same  as  though  she  was  an  un^la^ 
ried  woman,  and  the  existence  of  that  power  of  employment  derived 
from  this  statutory  authority  has  already  received  the  sanction  of 
the  courts :  Fairbanks  v.  Mothersell,  60  Barb.  406 :  Abbey  v. 
Deyo,  44  N.  Y.  343 ;  Foster  v.  Fersch,  68  Id.  400. 

As  she  could  enter  into  a  lawful  contract  for  the  employment  of 
her  husband  in  this  manner,  and  has  been  required  by  the  statute 
to  be  considered  as  a /erne  sole  in  the  exercise  of  the  authority  con- 
ferred upon  her,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  she  could  obligate  and 
bind  herself  for  the  payment  of  the  stipulated  compensation.  From  the 
facts  made  to  appear,  the  sum  of  money  alleged  in  the  complaint,  lias 


KINGMAN  V.  FRANK. 


469 


been  earned  by  him,  and  become  payable  from  her  for  the  perform- 
ance of  his  services  under  a  lawful  agreement  entered  into  by  her, 
and  it  is  to  be  presumed  in  support  of  the  plaintiffs  action  that  she 
would  be  willing  to  pay  over  the  amount  voluntarily  to  him  in  satis- 
faction of  his  demand  against  her  husband,  as  soon  as  the  legal 
right  to  receive  payment  shall  be  acquired  in  these  proceedings  from 
her  husband.  Certainly  the  court  has  no  ground  to  assume,  and 
for  that  reason  to  defeat  the  action,  that  she  would  not  honestly  and 
fairly  perform  her  contract  by  payment  of  the  money  as  soon  as  the 
plaintiff  shall  be  placed  in  a  position  where  he  would  have  a  legal 
right  to  receive  it. 

But  it  will  not  follow  from  the  inability  of  the  husband  to  collect 
the  debt  by  means  of  legal  proceedings,  that  the  plaintiff  would  be 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  reason  of  the  same  disability,  if  it 
should  be  considered  to  exist.  For  this  disability  would  extend  no 
further  than  to  affect  the  remedy,  and  would  not  stand  in  the  way 
of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  debt,  or  of  a  receiver  appointed  for 
that  purpose  under  a  proper  judgment  of  this  court.  To  warrant 
such  a  recovery  all  that  would  seem  to  be  necessary  is  an  obligation 
OQ  the  part  of  the  wife  to  pay  the  money,  and  that  obligation  has 
been  created  by  her  contract  and  the  performance  of  her  husband's 
services  under  it.  These  facts  together  with  the  acquisition  of  the 
demand  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  a  receiver  in  the  action,  would  be  all 
that  could  be  legally  required  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  the  debt.  In  this  respect  the  case  would  resemble  that  of  a  for- 
eign executor  or  administrator  who  while  he  could  not  maintain  an 
action  in  this  state  to  recover  a  demand  due  to  the  testator  or  intes- 
tate  might  still  assign  it  to  another  person,  who  could  upon  the  title 
so  acquired,  successfully  prosecute  such  an  action.  And  that  an 
assignee  might  in  like  manner  recover  this  demand  would  seem  to 
follow  from  the  principle  of  Fitch  v.  Rathbone^  61  N.  Y.  576. 
For  if  the  assignee  of  the  wife  may  maintain  an  action  against  her 
husband  for  the  conversion  of  her  property,  it  would  seem  to  follow 
that  the  assignee  of  the  husband  might  also  maintain  an  action 
against  the  wife  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  indebtedness  she  had 
lawfully  incurred  to  her  husband. 

The  case  of  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  2  Barb.  561,  when  its  circum- 
stances are  considered,  will  not  appear  to  be  an  authority  sustaining 
the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  special  term.  The  other  author- 
ities as  well  as  the  result  of  the  statute  to  which  reference  has  been 
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made,  appear  to  be  suflBcient  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this 
action,  and  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  demand  oat  of  the  legal 
obligation  created  against  the  wife  in  favor  of  her  hasband. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  judgment 
should  be  directed  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  with  leave  to 
the  defendants  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  answer  in  twenty  days 
on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer  and  of  this  appeal. 

Davis,  P.  J.,  and  Brady,  J.,  concur. 


The  capacity  of  a  married  woman  to 
have  and  to  deal  with  her  separate  estate, 
and  to  contract,  and  to  trade  and  do  basi- 
ness,  comes  from  the  equity  doctrine,  and 
the  respective  state  statatcs ;  yet  the 
question  involved  in  the  foregoing  case, 
is  of  general  application,  and  not  limited 
by  statutory  restrictions. 

In  the  above  case  it  was  held  that  the 
husband's  wages,  due  from  his  wife  for 
his  services  under  contract  in  her  sepa- 
rate business,  are  subject  to  his  debts. 
But  the  question  of  general  interest  is 
whether  or  not  the  husband's  creditors 
can  reach  the  fruits,  products  or  results 
of  his  labor,  skill  and  industry,  created 
in  the  conduct  or  management  of  his 
wife's  business  or  estate. 

As  a  rule,  this  product  or  result  is  first 
his  wages,  or  compensation,  when  it  is 
agreed  that  he  shall  receive  compensation, 
or  secondly,  it  is  the  benefits,  increase  or 
profits,  which  his  wife's  separate  estate 
or  business  receives  from  that  labor  and 
skill,  when  there  is  no  such  agreement  for 
compensation. 

'  In  the  former  case  the  benefits  from 
the  husband's  labor  and  skill  accrue  to 
the  husband,  and  in  the  latter  case,  to  the 
wife.  In  the  former  case,  it  is  based  on 
agreement  for  compensation,  and  in  the 
latter  it  is  not.  The  courts  hold, 
that  in  the  former  case  the  product 
of  the  husband's  labor  and  skill,  to  wit : 
his  wages  or  compensation  are  tubject  to 
his  debtSf  and  in  the  latter  case,  such  pro- 
duct to  wit :  1 .  When  his  labor  is  be- 
stowed gratuitously  on  her  separate  estate 
or  in  her  business.  2.  When  there  is  no 


agreement  for  compensation ;  and  3, 
when  he  gratuitously  makes  improve- 
ments upon  her  separate  estate,  are  ml 
tubject  to  hu  debts. 

In  any  case,  tlie  subject-matter  and  the 
thing  which  the  husband's  creditors  want, 
is  the  fruit,  product  or  result,  of  tiie 
husband's  labor.  Because  one  is  wrf 
gratuitous  the  product  is  liable,  and  be 
cause  the  other  is  gratuitous,  such  pro- 
duct is  not  liable. 

It  is  not  gratuitous  when  it  is  agreed 
that  he  receive  compensation  for  his 
labor,  and  it  is  gratuitous  when  there  is 
no  agreement  for  compensation  for  bis 
labor,  or  for  his  improvements  on  her 
property. 

The  husband's  creditors  want  this  pro- 
duct, or  result,  or  fruit  of  the  husband's 
labor,  no  matter  under  what  form  it  may 
appear.  If  they  can  reach  it  when  it  is 
in  the  form  of  an  agreement  for  compen- 
sation, there  can  be  no  logical  reason 
why  they  should  be  prevented  from  reach- 
ing it  when  not  produced  under  the  form 
of  such  agreement. 

In  consequence  of  the  great  contrariety 
of  the  opinions,  and  the  unsatisfactorv 
condition  of  the  reasons  addnced,  all  the 
decisions  are  here  reviewed,  and  they 
seem  to  settle  the  following :  Ist.  That  the 
husband 'swages  or  compensation  is  liable. 
2d.  Wlien  he  works  without  any  agree- 
ment as  to  compensation,  the  product  or 
fruits  of  his  labor  and  skill  are  not  liable. 
3d.  When  he  voluntarily  places  improve- 
ments or  repairs  on  her  separate  pro- 
perty, such  improvements  or  repairs, 
cannot  be  touched  by  his  creditors. 
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The  first  is  settled  as  stated,  by  the 
weijrht  of  authority. 

With  respect  to  the  second,  Mr.  Bump, 
(Fraadolent  Conveyance  269),  states 
that  the  conclusions  deducible  from  the 
deciRions  are  that  the  law  will  not  com- 
pel a  debtor  to  earn  money  to  pay  his 
debts ;  hence  he  can  labor  or  not.  If 
he  labor  he  can  limit  his  earnings  to  ac- 
tual subsistence,  or  to  the  support  of 
himself  and  family.  He  is  under  no  legal 
or  moral  obligation  to  appropriate  his 
earnings  to  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and 
leave  himself  and  family  to  suffer  from 
hanger  and  want ;  and  after  a  contract 
has  been  partially  performed,  he  may  re- 
fuse to  complete  it,  and  a  new  arrange- 
ment may  be  made  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  his  subsequent  earnings ;  but 
he  cannot  make  an  assignment  of  his 
future  earnings. with  the  intent  to  delay, 
hinder  or  defraud  his  creditors.  But 
beyond  the  necessary  wants  of  himself 
and  family,  there  is  a  limit  which  the 
Uw  does  not  allow  him  to  transcend. 
He  is  not  permitted  to  treasure  up  a  fund 
accruing  from  his  labor  or  Tocation,  what- 
eTer  it  may  be,  and  claim  that  it  shall  be 
protected  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and 
family  against  the  demand  of  creditors. 
Every  agreement  or  contrivance  entered 
into  with  a  view  to  deprive  his  creditors 
of  his  future  earnings,  and  enable  him 
to  retain  and  use  them  for  his  own  benefit 
and  advantage,  or  to  make  a  permanent 
provision  for  his  family,  is  fraudulent 
and  void.    Although  his  creditors  can- 
not compel  him  to  labor  for  the  purpose 
of  satisfying  their  demands,  yet  they 
have  a  just  claim  in  law  upon  the  Jruits 
of  kit  labor.    The  law  does  not  permit 
him  to  carry  on  a  business  in  the  name 
of  his  wife,  so  as  to  invest  the  proceeds 
of  his  skill  and  labor  in  her  name.  If 
she  has  a  separate  estate,  she  may  em- 
ploy him  and  compensate  him  for  his 
services,  but  the  employment  must  be  in 
good  faith  and  not  merely  colorable.  If 
the  character  of  an  agent  is  assumed  in 
an  improper  case,  the  law  disregards  it. 


An  arrangement  by  which  the  husband 
acts  as  his  wife*8  agent,  without  any 
compensation  or  for  an  insufficient  com- 
pensation is,  in  effect,  an  attempt  to 
make  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  the  pro- 
ducts of  his  skill  and  labor  in  her  favor, 
and  is  void  against  his  creditors.  She  is 
entitled  to  her  money  with  interest,  and 
the  balance  will  be  appropriated  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts." 

These  deductions  are  not  wholly  satis- 
factory, nor  entirely  accurate,  nor  fully 
in  accord  witli  the  cases  cited.  The 
ruling  in  Leslie  v.  Joyner,  2  Head  514, 
was  based  upon  that  in  Hamilton  v.  Zim- 
merman, 5  Sneed  39,  where  the  court 
stated  that  whilst  the  husband  is  under  a 
positive  obligation  in  law  and  morals  to 
support  his  wife  and  family,  **  he  cannot 
make  it  the  pretext  for  covering  up  and 
protecting  from  the  just  claims  of  cred- 
itors any  surplus  fund  accruing  from  his 
labor  or  vocation,  whatever  it  may  be.'* 
Griffin  y,  Cranston,  1  Bosw.  281,  held 
valid  an  agreement  of  an  insolvent  to 
work  for  his  board,  unless  future  profits 
were  earned  in  consideration  of  an  as- 
signment where  the  assets  were  not  sufifi- 
cient  to  pay  his  debts.    In  Holdship  v. 
Ruterson,  7  Watts  547,  the  court  held 
valid  the  husband's  agreement  to  work 
for  the  subsistence  of  his  family,  and 
that  sucli  products  or  results  of  his  labor 
were  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts ;  stating  that  the  husband  was  *'  at 
liberty  to  dispose  of  his  services  for  his 
own  purposes  and  on  his  own  terms. 
His  tangible  earnings  would  become  lia- 
ablo  to  execution  for  his  debts ;  but  he 
was  not  under  even  a  moral  obligation 
to  restrict  his  efforts  exclusively  to  the 
liquidation  of  them.  He  might  lawfully 
devote  himself  to  the  maintenance  of  his 
family  only."    The  case  of  Teeter  v. 
Williams,  S  B.  Mon.  562,  was  an  attach- 
ment of  a  sum  actually  due,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  court  had  no  power  to  com- 
pel a  debtor  to  perform  a  contract  for 
labor,  so  that  the  creditor  may  have  the 
benefit  of  the  price,  and  in  any  case  the 
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court  would  not  fail  to  allow  the  debtor 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  sufficient 
for  the  support  of  himself  and  family. 
Tripp  T.  Childgf  14  Barb.  85,  was  de- 
cided on  tlie  ground  of  positiTe  fraud 
and  does  not  support  the  text :  Gragg  r. 
Martifif  12  Allen  498,  held  invalid  an 
assignment  of  future  wages  when  made 
for  the  purpose  of  prerenting  such  wages 
from  being  attached. 

In  Bitteraon  y.  Campbell^  9  Ala.  933, 
the  parent  invested  the  fruits  of  his  labor 
in  real  estate  and  took  the  title  in  the 
name  of  his  infant  daughter.  It  was 
urged  that  the  debtor  had  the  right  to 
appropriate  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  to 
the  advancement  of  his  children  in  pre- 
ference to  his  creditors,  but  the  court 
held  that  he  could  provide  a  support  but 
not  by  *'  investing  them  with  the  title  to 
property,  which  in  most  if  not  all  cases, 
must  necessarily  be  a  secret  trust  enur- 
ing to  the  benefit  of  the  parent." 

In  Waddingham  Ex,  v.  Loker,  44 
Mo.  132,  although  it  was  held  that  pro- 
perty donated  to  the  wife  and  daughters 
of  a  debtor  could  not  be  touched  by  the 
husband's  creditors,  the  court  stated 
that  the  law  will  not  permit  a  man  to 
withdraw  his  property  from  his  cred- 
itors ;  nor,  if  in  debt,  permit  him  to 
devote  his  capital,  industry  or  credit 
to  the  accumulation  of  property  for  his 
own  use  or  the  use  of  his  family,  to  the 
exclusion  of  his  creditors. 

In  iKfuim  y.  Schafer^  60  Barb.  317, 
the  question  was  whether  or  not  the 
money  and  labor  furnished  by  the  hus- 
band in  the  erection  of  a  house  upon 
his  wife's  separate  property,  was  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  his  debts  f  The 
court  stated  that  if  the  debtor  con- 
tributed something  in  the  nature  of  pro- 
perty, it  could  be  reached.  *  *  Something 
which  the  creditor  had  the  right  to  claim 
as  property,  and  which  coald  be  appro- 
priated and  converted  into  money  by 
legal  process  to  satisfy  a  debt  or  de- 
mand. If  it  was  sometliing  else,  such 
as  the  mere  labor  or  skill  of  the  debtor 


gratuitously  bestowed,  no  such  relief 
could  be  had  on  account  of  it.  The  law 
gives  the  creditor  a  lien  and  claim 
upon  the  property  of  his  debtor,  upon 
tlie  fruits  of  his  labor  and  skill  when 
received  or  earned,  but  no  lien  or  daim 
npon  his  capacity  to  labor,  or  upon  his 
skill  and  ingenuity.  His  labor  and  skill, 
upon  which  a  creditor  has  no  lien  or 
claim  of  any  kind,  the  debtor  may,  if  be 
sees  fit,  give  away  to  another,  and  the 
creditor  can  have  no  remedy  against  tlie 
recipient,  if  it  is  in  fact  a  mere  gift. 
And  so  it  has  been  held,  that  a  husband 
who  acts  as  agent  for  his  wife  and  over- 
sees her  affairs  gratuitously,  does  not 
thereby  render  his  wife  liable  to  his 
creditors  for  what  such  services  might 
be  worth  if  compensation  were  to  he 
made."  Buckley  v.  WcOm,  33  N.  Y. 
518. 

Tlie  object  in  Quidcrt^  Admr.  v.  Per- 
geauXf  3  C.  E.  Green  472,  was  to 
subject  property  in  the  wife's  name, 
acquired  by  the  joint  efforts  of  husband 
and  wife  in  a  certain  business,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  husband's  debts,  and 
the  court  held  the  affirmative,  sUting, 

while  a  husband  may,  as  against  his 
creditors,  allow  his  wife  to  have  for  her 
separate  use  the  earnings  of  herself  and 
the  labor  of  their  minor  children,  he 
may  not  give  to  her,  to  be  in  Tested  io 
her  own  name,  tlie  proceeds  of  his  own 
business,  skill  and  labor.  Else  it  woold 
follow  that  any  married  man  who  be- 
came embarrassed  could  transfer  his 
business  to  his  wife,  and  continue  it 
himself  in  her  name  with  all  bis  skill 
and  ability ;  and  if  she  only  took  or 
seemed  to  take  some  part  in  tlie  trans- 
action of  it,  might  invest  the  proceeds 
of  his  labor  and  management  in  the 
name  of  his  wife  and  set  his  creditors  at 
defiance." 

The  court,  in  Keeney  v.  Good^  21 
Pcnn.  St.  349,  stated  that  a  hosband 
"cannot  be  prevented  from  appWng 
the  fruits  of  his  personal  industry  to  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  his  familv ; 
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to  tttM-hmcnc*  Bui  ftlter  RupfK^rtlu^  Mi 
frtaailT  tip  miis(  givi^  the  be*i  i*xt'r(ioiis  lif 
til  mi  nil  and  buiij  to  lib  irrcdttors,  Tliii 
11  but.  hi*  retLsoTi&l>lc  dtuy — a  duty  stme- 
^Mm\  bj  aU  IskVts^  moYsXf  civil  iiftd 
divine,"  But  tbe  fuct*  iu  ilu»  rw 
ibuwed  thftt  iJie  profM-^rty  »nd  ljushii*5» 
were  puirt'luised  cai  credit,  And  nmch  of 
(be  purcliAfe-motiey  paid  (rom  I  bo  prtifits 
of  die  !iiiMiie@s^  aitbouj;ti  carmd  on  by 
th<  liusbAttd  in  tbe  n&me  of  ibti  wife. 
The  qLCiiion  was  under  ibcsd  fiictn,  who 
tinned  the  hfijc*  iiufcliaavd  by  tbt?  biis- 
liand  wkh  aiouey  derive* J  from  ihnl 
Imstncia  f  The  bBtne  court  u^<"d  dWvr- 
tnt  Iftji^UBj**:  111  Btfuh  t,  r*j*i-/A^,  5  F* 
^tniU]  43 7 J  wbcre  ihe  qlle^tioil  wa*> 
wbctber  Df  not  ibt  prwluct*  of  the 
wifo'f  fiutii^  pFfMliiced  by  tbe  laWr  of 
her  hnfliflnd  And  mi^iof  ehilJrt't],  wcr« 
luMe  fur  biii  (tebts,  n.nd  Itebt  they 
wene  net,  «nting  ibftt  ibtrc  is  no  law 
wbieh  com[s«b  a  debtor  Iq  labor  for 
bid  LTtnliiors,  or  giirea  thein  n  remedy 
«giin»t  bi«  parsoual  e(f*jrts.  Whet*  bis 
Utffjf  b  in  the  form  of  propertjj  it  is  lift- 
for  !iij  dt^tits.  Ho  iiiHy  gain  n  d^'bl  for 
hh  w«i|rfl  l*ut  no  tit]«  to  tliG  prudLu^ts,,  Mnl 
if  ln?libofrf  for  his  mnintetiAncu  iilo«ff ,  his 
m'ditorB  Have  no  remedy  flj;ainfit  the  pro- 
duct, A  busbiitid  who  vojuatarily  luhorA 
m  Vis  mtv*t  fnm,  aot|nirps  no  title  to 
mcli  jiTofltR't*  and  hence,  liLs  creditors 
can i] (It  touch  It.  And  *e«i  Mtimlf^rhfirh 
MM;  5  Casey  43  ;  GitU^fie  Miller, 
I  Wri^dit  247  ;  McVuUontjh  v.  Jhrter,  4 
W.  &  S.  ITT,  to  tbe  wimc  dfccu  Yet, 
in  £fiij/ifrr  y.  Rmm,  18  1*.  F,  Smith  421, 
Ihe  »toclL  niid  prf»diice  rai^d  by  tbe  buti- 
b*nd'*  labor  on  thv  fartn  lettted  by  tbo 
wife,  wen?  held  liHldc  for  tlie  busbaiid'a 
ijtbl*;  but  ittii  rulin*?  wn*  prubably 
bi«ed  on  tJie  jGrouf^l  'bat  tbe  wife  did  not 
b»ve  i  fepmrate  essratc  to  mnke  the  basis 
for  ri-ntinp  tbe  lorro^  lience  it  wiis  tbe 
husliarKr^  property, 

tfj  Naiionat  Bart^  V.  Sprain f  et  aL^  5 
C.     6re*-n  22 »  tbe  tourt  btdd  that  in 
ill  riuiew  where  a  biisincas  is  carried  on 
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by  busband  nnd  wlfir,  in  co-oppraiioii| 
ftnd  tb«  laliur  and  ik ill  of  thn  buibaivd 
are  rtiDtriibuted  atid  uniti^l  with  thotu  of 
the  wifi?j  ibe  buj!in««t«  will  W  fon^idcrvtl 
M  limi  of  the  huibmnd,  mid  not  of  tbe 
wife,  and  tJie  proeee^ls  will  not  be  piO' 
tected  for  lier  aj  ft;r«iinst  bis  cretliton/^ 
This  f  aw  irivolvtfj  the  priinary  (iiiesiioR 
of  fraudulant  conTcjaoce,  and  tlws  facti 
IbaE  the  wife  had  oo  pHor  Aepamtc  citAte, 
and  tbiit  flbe  gave  a  power  of  attorney  m 
her  btisbntid,  wHo  was  embarrafised,  to 
carry  on,  in  het-  name,  the  business  ha 
was  ihen  wndut'ting,  pr^^ved  the  intent 
to  defraud.  But  see  fhwif^  v*  l^ojci, 
42  Mu.  291. 

The  court,  in  flurfjer  \\  Whiir^  2  Bobw. 
yS,  itatcd  that  tbe  fniit^  of  the  buiband'i 
labor,  or  of  the  joint  la>Jor  of  htjiibaiu! 
and  wife,  were  subject  to  the  hn^btind^s 
debt^i  yet  upon  the  fact^  vti  tbe  {^dtn, 
that  tbe  wife  carried  on  the  business  her- 
self, in  her  own  nanie,  wiibtbebusbniid*s 
knowledge,  who  neither  assented  or  inter- 
fered, tbe  court  hold  tliat  such  bu^Ines^^ 
&nd  the  promts  thia^ttof  weir«  not  liable  IW 
tbe  busbtind^a  debts. 

The  facts  tn  GViV/riVin,  Murjihhi  4" 
T,  Tay/or,  16  0.  St.  509,  Mere:  The 
husbpipdj  who  had  failed  in  ilie  manttraC' 
turing  business,  £lartrd  anew,  in  the  same 
business^  witli  bis  wife 'a  moiiey,  a^i  her 
agent  oud  trii.4tee*  Th(?  wife  gave  no 
purHunal  Atteiatiou  to  the  luisinesii*  The 
business  y\m  siii^e**fal,  tlirtnijjh  the  per* 
tannX  sftrviee  and  skill  of  the  husband, 
and  tl(e  pfofil^  were,  in  part,  used  to  sup- 
port the  faaiily^  part  in Y wiled  in  property, 
in  the  wife's  iiamej  and  tlie  husband  used 
part.  There  wap  no  eon  tract  for  com- 
pensation for  the  husband's  services,  and 
no  aocounle  weio  kept  lie t ween  them. 
The  court  held  the  property,  except  tbe 
amount  the  wije  invested,  subject  to  his 
debM,  t<tjitinf:  thai:  an  ftrran|icnien:t  Ih?* 
tweciv  bui^bntid  and  wife,  whereby  tbo 
husband  nndeitook  to  carry  on  the  bnsi- 
ncss,  in  lus  wife's  name,  und  for  her 
benefit,  was  a  volnnlary  Belilemtjnt  of  rhe 
producti  of  bis  skill  and  industry  in  favor 
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of  bis  wife,  and  hence,  Toid  as  to  cred- 
itors. The  principle  is  the  same  whether 
it  affects  properly  already  acquired ,  or 
only  futare  ooqaisitions.    And  if  the 
wife  saifers  her  money  to  be  employed 
by  her  bnsband,  and  blended  with  his 
earnings,  so  that  it  cannot  be  separated, 
though  the  business  be  conducted  in  her 
name,  the  most  favorable  attitude  she  can 
be  allowed  to  assume,  in  a  controversy  with 
his  creditors,  is  that  of  a  creditor  in  equity. 
The  same  ruling,  substantially,  was  made 
in  Shack/e/ord  t.  Collier^  6  Bush  149, 
where  it  was  held  that  the  property  in 
controversy,  was,   in   part,  separate 
estate,  and  in  part,  the  products  of  the 
husband's  labor,  and  that  after  securing 
to  the  wife  her  interest,  the  '*  residue 
was  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  husband's 
creditors,"   although  if  the  property 
accrued  in  consequence  of  the  money  or 
property  of  the  husband,  subject  to  the 
claims  of  antecedent  creditors,  the  wife's 
claim  will  generally  be  made  to  yield  to 
those  of  his  creditors.   This  doctrine  was 
enunciated  in  Wilton  v.  Loomis,  55  111. 
352 ;  Brownell  v.  Dixon,  S7  Id.  198  ; 
Wortman  v.  Price,  47  Id.  22  ;  Elijah  v. 
Taylor,  37  Id.  249  ;  Dean  v.  Bailey,  50 
Id .  481.  The  court,  in  Wilson  v.  Loomis, 
stated  that  if  a  man-icd  woman  place  her 
own  funds  (and  a  priori  her  property) 
in  her  husband's  hands,  to  carry  on  a 
general  trade  in  the  wife's  name,  and  the 
husband,  by  his  labor  and  skill,  increase 
the  funds  invested,  the  entire  capital  em- 
barked in  the  enterprise,  together  with 
the  increase,  may  be  held  subject  to  the 
claim  of  husband's  creditors.   It  would 
be,  said  the  court,  as  unlawful  for  the 
husband  to  appropriate  the  result  of  his 
labor  and  skill  to  the  exclusive  use  of  his 
wife,  as  her  separate  property,  as  it 
would  be  to  thus  appropriate  his  money, 
which,  in  either  case,  would  be  a  fraud 
upon  his  creditors.    Broumell  v.  Dixon, 
held  a  billiard  table,  and  the  profits  of 
the  saloon  business  in  the  wife's  name, 
but  managed  by  the  husband,  subject  to 
his  creditors.    Wortman  v.  Price  held 


the  products  of  the  husband's  labor,  and 
the  stock  purchased  by  the  husband  in 
the  wife  name,  with  her  funds,  liable  to 
his  creditors,  the  court  stating  that  the 
wife  cannot  appropriate  the  fruits  of  her 
husband's  time,  skill  and  industry,  when 
he  is  in  debt."  She  can  make  him  her 
as:ent,  but  she  cannot  do  it  so  as  to  enable 
him  to  engage  in  trade,  manage  it,  devote 
all  his  time  and  energy  to  it,  and  bold 
the  property  so  embarked,  and  the  profits, 
beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors."  The 
court,  in  this  case,  based  its  ruling  not 
alone  on  the  prior  Illinois  cases,  bat 
upon  Freeman  v.  Orser,  5  Ducr  476; 
Sherman  v.  Elder,  24  N.  Y.  383; 
Wooster  v.  Northrup,  5  Wis.  245; 
Glover  v.  Alcott,  11  Mich.  471  ;  Gage 
V.  Dauchy,  28  Barb.  622 ;  Keenjf  v. 
Crood,  supra,  and  Hallowell  v.  Hotter, 
35  Pa.  St.  375  ;  which  are  not  entirely 
in  accord  with  the  principle  announced. 

Although  the  court,  in  Dean  v. 
Bailey,  supra,  followed  the  prior  rulings, 
yet  the  case  did  not  involve  the  questioo 
under  discussion.  The  facts  were  that 
the  wife  owned  the  farm,  stock  and  im- 
plements, and  the  family  resided  upon 
it ;  and  the  question  was  whether  or  not 
the  husband  could  exercise  such  general 
use  and  control  over  the  personalty  as 
would  be  consistent  with  his  marital  re- 
lations, without  subjecting  such  property 
to  the  claims  of  his  creditors.  See  Eldn 
V.  Cordray,  54  111.  244. 

The  New  Jersey  court  announced  a  doc- 
trine similar  to  that  adopted  in  Illinois, 
except  that  the  creditors  are  limited  to 
the  products  or  results  of  the  husband's 
labor:  Sldllman  v.  Skillman,  2  Beaslej 
409 ;  Johnson  v.  Vail,  1  McCarter  428. 
But  as  this  court  cited  the  New  York 
cases  of  Lovett  v.  Robinson,  7  How.  Pr. 
105 ;  Avery  v.  Doane,  3  Am.  L.  Beg. 
229,  and  Freeman  v.  Orser,  5  Dner  477, 
it  is  probable  the  doctrine  goes  further. 

The  case  of  Fairbanks  v.  Mblhersell, 
60  Barb.  406,  cited  in  the  principal  case, 
contains  expressions  upon  this  subject: 
but  that  case  is  only  authority  upon  the 
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on  that  a  married  woman  can  em- 
ler  htuband  as  her  agent.  A  qaes- 
low  settled  in  the  affinnative,  as 
I  bj  the  cases  cited  in  Kelly  on 
M.  W.  178-185. 

)  Michigan  case,  Glover  t.  Alcott, 
ich.  471,  announced  that  the  frnits 
husband's  labor — namely,  property 
■cd  in  the  business  by  means  of  the 
ad's  labor — was  liable  to  the  claims 
creditors.  Although  Judge  Chris- 
it  rendered  a  lengthy  opinion, 

Cfainber  v.  Gamber,  18  Penn.  St. 
Keeney  v.  Goody  21  Id.  349  ;  Sunt- 
.  VaUntine,  10  How.  Pr.  109; 
I  T.  Robinson f  7  Id.  105  ;  Hurd  r. 

9  Barb.  366  ;  Freeman  t.  Otmt, 
er  479;  Rayhold  v.  Rayhold,  8 
B  308  ;  Marsh  t.  Uoppock,  3  Bosw, 

Gage  r.  Dauchy,  28  Barb.  622  ; 
e  dissenting  opinion  of  Campbell, 
ems  the  stronger  and  reasons  more 

r- 

(Tirginia  case,  Penn  t.  Whitehead^ 
att.  74,  decided  before  the  passage 
9  enabling  statutes,  held  that  the 
t  acquired  in  the  wife's  business  by 
ill  and  labor  of  the  husband  were 
;t  to  the  claims  of  his  creditors ; 
I  this  case  the  principles  of  the  com- 
law  more  or  less  applied  to  the 
on  inToWed. 

the  other  side  of  this  question  the 
York  cases  afford  the  best  illustra- 
In  Knapp  r.  SmUh,  27  N.  Y.  277, 
Dsband  carried  on  the  business  as 
gent  of  his  wife,  and  the  result  of 
bor,  amongst  other  things,  was  the 
jition  of  certain  cattle,  which  the 
held  were  not  liable  for  his  debts  ; 
g,  that  where  an  insolvent  engages 
isiness  as  the  agent  of  the  wife, 
re  is  more  or  less  reason  to  suspect 
t  is  adopted  as  a  corer  to  disguise 
wnership  of  the  husband  and  to 
ad  his  creditors  ;  but  whether  it  is 
t,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury 
3er  forura  entrusted  with  the  decis- 
f  such  questions." 
\ckley  T.  WeiU,  33  N.  Y.  518,  in- 


Tolred  the  precise  question,  and  the 
court  said  :  The  wife  of  an  insolyenti 
haying  a  small  separate  estate  derived 
from  her  mother,  is  naturally  desirous 
that  her  husband  may  be  engaged  in 
some  business  by  which,  in  connection 
with  her  estate,  a  support  may  be  pro- 
Tided  for  a  large  family  of  children. 
The  husband  had  been  a  merchant.  Tho 
wife  is  willing  to  embark  her  property  in 
that  business  with  which  her  husband 
was  familiar,  hazardous  though  it  be ; 
and  she  empowers  him  to  carry  on  such 
business  for  her,  on  her  money  ami 
credit,  holding  himself  out  to  the  world 
as  her  agent.  There  was  nothing 
fraudulent  in  that.  There  is  no  law 
which  mortgages  to  the  creditor  eitLcr 
the  person  or  the  labors  of  his  debtor. 
The  duty  rests  upon  him  to  use  his  bett 
efforts  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  ;  but 
there  is  a  duty  which  he  owes  alike  to 
the  public  and  to  his  family  which  h 
sacred,  and  that  duty  is  to  provide  for 
the  nurture,  education  and  support  of  \ih 
children.  In  seeking  employment  for 
that  purpose,  he  may  apply  to  the  wife^, 
if  she  have  a  separate  estate,  as  well 
to  a  stranger.  The  law  allows  her  to 
hold  property,  and,  of  necessity,  muBt 
allow  her  to  manage  it  hei*self  or  employ 
others  to  do  it  for  her.  As  to  that  sepa- 
rate property,  she  and  her  husband  are 
as  distinct  before  the  law  as  if  the  marital 
relation  did  not  exist,  and  can  employ 
him  and  compensate  him  for  the  man- 
agement of  such  property.**  Draper  v, 
Stouvenel,  35  N.  Y.  507,  accords  with 
this,  and  Sherman  t.  Elder ,  24  N. 
381,  contains  a  dictum  against  it.  In 
Gage  t.  Dauchy,  34  N.  Y.  293,  the 
fruits  of  the  husband*s  labor  were  iho 
crops  which  ho  raised  on  his  wife's  land, 
and  the  court  held  they  were  not  linbk 
to  the  claims  of  his  creditors.  This  ewe 
is  followed  and  was  controlled  by  Knapp 
T.  Smith. 

The  facts  in  Abbey  t.  Deyoy  44  N.  Y* 
344,  are  in  point.  The  husband,  being 
insolvent,  carried  on  for  his  wife  a  large 
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and  profitable  business  in  floor  and  feed, 
devoting  all  his  time  and  industry,  but 
did  it  under  his  own  name  of  Stephen 
Abbey f  agent.**  The  question  raised  was 
whether  or  not  the  profits  and  acquisi- 
tions accruing  hj  reason  of  the  husband's 
labor  and  skill  were  liable  to  satisfy  the 
claims  of  his  creditors ,  and  the  court 
held  they  were  not.  There  was  no  agree- 
ment for  the  husband's  compensation. 
The  court  stated  that  the  wife  could  en- 
gage in  business  and  employ  her  husband 
to  manage  it  for  her ;  whether  it  was  a 
device  to  cover  up  his  property  was 
a  question  of  fact,  and  if  he  work  for  his 
wife  without  compensation  his  creditors 
cannot  complain,  have  no  claim  on  the 
products  of  his  industry,  and  cannot 
compel  him  to  earn  wages  for  their  ben- 
efit; and  hence  he  can  work  for  his 
wife,  or  another,  gratuitously  or  for 
maintenance.  Said  the  court :  **In  ar- 
guing this  point  the  appellant's  counsel 
insists  that  the  services,  tlic  time  and  tal- 
ents of  the  husband  are  valuable,  and  he 
has  no  more  right  to  give  them  to  his 
wife,  as  against  his  creditors,  than  to 
give  to  her  his  property  to  their  preju- 
dice. The  one,  he  says,  is  as  much  their 
property  as  the  other.  This  is  unsound. 
The  property  of  a  debtor,  by  the  laws  of 
all  commercial  countries,  belongs  to  his 
creditors.  He  roust  be  just  before  he  is 
generous.  He  must  pay  before  he  gives. 
Not  so  with  his  talents  and  his  industiy. 
Whether  he  has  much,  or  little  or  noth- 
ing, his  first  duty  is  the  support  of  his 
family.**  Foster  v.  Persch,  68  N.  Y. 
400,  contains  expressions  to  the  same 
effect. 

In  Cooper  etal.  v.  27am  et  a/.,  49  Ind. 
400,  the  court  held  that  a  husband  has 
the  right  to  give  his  personal  services 
and  skill  to  the  management  of  his  wife*8 
property  and  receive  no  compensation 
but  the  support  and  maintenance  of  him- 
self and  family.  And  after  a  review  of 
a  number  of  cases,  the  court  held  the 
affirmative  of,  but  did  not  decide  the 
questions  discussed  in  the  authorities, 


which  are  whether  the  husband  can,  by 
his  labor  and  skill,  add  to  and  io- 
crease  the  separate  property  of  his  wife, 
without  giving  his  creditors  tiie  right  to 
have  the  proceeds  and  profits  apportioned 
between  themselves  and  the  wife  ;  or  if 
the  earnings  of  the  husband  should  be 
invested  in  other  property,  in  the  name 
of  his  wife,  or  if  there  should  be  mon^ 
coming  to  him  for  his  services  and  skill, 
which  could  be  reached  by  a  prooeediog 
in  attachment  or  supplementary  to  eze> 
cutiun. 

Whilst  the  case  of  Brtten  v.  Bitten,  75 
m.  446,  does  not  decide  the  point  in 
conflict  with  the  prior  Illinois  decisions, 
yet  the  reasoning  in  the  case  approbates 
the  doctrine  as  advanced  by  the  Kew 
York  cases. 

The  case  of  Rankin  West,  25  Mich. 
195,  seems  to  be  in  conflict  with  Glover 
y.  Alcott,  supra.  In  that  case  the  husband 
was  embarrassed.  A  vendor  refntscd  to 
sell  to  the  husband,  but  sold  to  the  wife. 
The  business  was  in  the  name  of  the 
wife,  but  managed  by  the  husband.  The 
goods  in  the  business  wm  levied  upon 
by  the  husband's  creditors,  and  the  court 
held  that  such  goods  ware  not  liable. 
Cools Y,  J.,  in  deliveriag  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said:  "We  have  hereto- 
fore held  that  a  married  woman  may 
carry  on  business  in  her  own  name,  and 
for  that  purpose  may  make  herself  liable 
for  purchases  on  credit:  Tillman  v. 
Shachdton,  15  Mich.  447  ;  and  as  she 
can  do  this,  there  is  no  reason  why  her 
husband  may  not  be  her  agent  for  this 
purpose.  If  the  husband,  by  reason  of 
his  embarrassment,  is  unable  to  carry  on 
business  and  support  the  family  in  his 
own  name,  it  is  no  impediment  to  the 
wife  engaging  in  business  for  that  pur- 
pose. It  is  a  very  sufficient  and  lauda- 
able  motive  for  her  to  do  so.  If  the 
property  would  never  have  come  to  hus- 
band or  wife,  except  by  the  agreement 
that  she  should  be  the  purchaser  and 
carry  on  the  business  by  means  of  it, 
such  purchase  cannot  wro^g  his  cred- 
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k  EsriDg  the  Hght  to  purL-luifleftnd 
t  on  tht  bnsinesff  it  cBnfiut  fomj  tli« 
e^t  of  complfljnc  Uwt  »U€  pur  posted 
tap  ibe  pmpcrty  bevond  tli«  reach  of 
tioiUiitid^i  creditor*,*^ 

Si,  406,  ttws  wife  borrowed  the 
ej,  and  started  the  bus  in  ess  id  bcr 
but  miiiiiig^ed  by  bcr  busbaod  as 
agent.    Tho  ba&irtess  rucrtjased  ra- 

tfee  borrowed  motiej,  and  became 
lab!©.   The  husband  gftv<;  bii  ctitir« 

urid  fttteation  to  the  business.  There 

no  a|;rce«)cnt  to  hie  con3|)tnBa- 
The  busbatid'B  creditor  levied 
I  tbo  gTKxI^T  claiming  the  producti 
ii  tabor,  but  tbe  court  bcld  &ncb 

not  so  liable.  The  wurt  sttid  :  '*  If 
lUNbandf  m  bnrin^  and  seLHng,  me 
rife'i  raoocj  for  ber  in  her  busine^Si 
jood*  are  the  wife^i^  not  the  btu- 
and  rtre  nor.  subject  to  bis  ilebt*. 
I  be  truly  her  agent,  the  fruiis  of  hij^ 
;y  belong  to  ber.  If,  on  the  cou^ 
,  be  in  merely  osiujj  tbo  wife'* 
J  urifb  her  cooisent  in  hts  own  busi- 

sbe  is  bis  crcilitor  for  the  principal 
nrcd^  wirh  interest,  and  the  gtoek 
alt  accumulatioufl  are  biS|  and  the 
!i  of  hit  creditors  attAcb,^' 

FeUer  T.  Aldm,  23  Wis.  30!,  the 
ion  was  whether  or  not  the  prorlnet^ 
e  husband la^iorj  to  wit,  the  crops 
i  on  bis  wife's  lands,  were  subject 
i  debts  ;  and  altbougli  the  court  held 
Lhey  were  nut,  following  und  citing 
Jew  York  eases,  ineUidmg  Oteen  t. 
py,  SG  T.  601,  yet  the  cotirl 
1  "  whether  equity  will  determine 
rftlue  of  ihc  bus  band' 6  labor  and 
rtion  it  to  bis  creditors  is  not  r&ised 
lii  case.  Some  such  relief  was 
led  in  Glidden  Tmior,  16  O.  St. 
which- seemi)  reasonable  and  just/' 
good  exposttioQ  of  the  doctrine  was 
I  by  the  court  iu  Aikhirst  v,  Gictn^ 

&  S.  323^  stating,  **  A  man  though 
rtcij  and  wholly  tinable  W  pay  any- 
may  disp<^*e  of  his  personal  ser- 

it  what  price  he  plea^^esi  and  Mi 


credaor*  cannol  object*  If  he  be  eoti- 
tent  to  give  thi^m  for  bis  mer*i  support 
aud  mainienaneei  lie  bus  a  right  to  do 
BO,  though^  I  would  Aay^  if  be  has  it  in 
bis  power  by  means  of  hb  personal 
MrTice^i  even  when  he  is  dciiitiite  of 
alt  other  nienns^  to  support  Itimielf  and 
at  the  game  itme  to  pay  his  creilitor*,  b© 
ought  to  do  i!M>.  But  if  he  docA  not 
choose  to  do  so,  it  cannot  be  tolerated 
for  a  moment  that  his  creditors  sbail  be 
permitted  to  seise  upon  whatever  baa 
been  committed  to  his  posse j»!iion  and 
care,  to  be  mnnuged  expressly  for  the 
nue  and  benefit  of  others  and  not  for 
himself;** 

The  raling  that  the  products  of  the 
huirband^s  labor  in  conducting  the  wife^i 
buaincss  or  prcjperty  is  not  subject  to  bis 
debts,  received  the  assent  of  the  West 
Virpnia  court  in  a  well-considered 
opinion  in  MUUr  v.  i^dt  elaL,  18  W. 
Va-  75. 

With  respect  to  the  third  proposition 
the  nile  i*  settled  ai  Mated,  but  the 
reasons  advanced  are  different :  Bttrto's 
Appral,  5  F,  Smith  386  ;  Hughts  t. 
PfiterM^  I  Cold,  67  ;  AWl  v.  Carpmter^ 
3  Head  417,  S4t ;  ttttm  v.  Baldwin^ 
B  Id.  209  ;  Capp  v,  SteUKirt,  38  Ind. 
47!) :  Rafrinmn  v.  Huff  mm  ami  Bl/e, 
15  B,  Mon,  80  ;  HVtsfrr  v.  Wdrpth^ 
33  Vt,  457  J  Pierce  v.  Estate  of  Her^*, 
S5  Id-  511;  Wiittt  V,  IIUdTcth  tmd 
Tnmtec,  32  Id,  26&  ;  dwi^^H  t.  BUI, 
47  N*  H.  407  ;  Lfptdt  v<  J/c6>ej?or,  13 
Alien  182  ;  Vonnmj  v.  Fmvler^  24  la. 
584  [  Kirb^  ft  aL  t.  Bums  ef  a/.,  45 
Mo,  234  ;  Love  Graham,  25  Ala, 
187,  But  in  Kirb^  et  uL  v.  Burnt 
et  aL^  stipntf  it  waa  held  tbi^t  such 
improvements  could  be  reached  by 
exisLiog  creditors  of  the  bii^band ; 
CatweU  Iliit,  47  N.  H.  407  ; 
Phmrii  t*  Lenchmtn^  20  Ala,  862  j 
Love  V.  Graham^  25  Id*  167.  Such  a^ 
the  Taluc  of  lumber  furnished :  iW  t. 
Sorrel  I  ^  11  Ala.  386 »  And  the  eTicess  ; 
Liftide  V.  JfcGregar^  mpra.  There  is  no 
llubility  even  if  the  improvementfl  were 
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erected  bj  a  mechanic  who  expended 
moneyand  labor  at  the  instance  of  the  hus- 
band :  Hughe*  r.  JPsterg,  tnpra;  or  if  made 
with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  wife : 
Capp  Y.  Stewart,  tupra;  or  he  be  insol- 
▼eot :  /2o6ifijoii  t.  Hoffman,  Webtter  v. 
Hildreth,  supra.  Because  the  wife  could 
not  prevent  it,  and  because  if  the  estate 
would  be  liable,  it  would  enable  the  hus- 
band to  destroy  the  separate  estate,  and 
because  a  separate  estate  cannot  be 
charged  by  the  voluntary  act  of  another : 
Coming  v.  Fowler,  tupra;  Waahimm  v. 
Sproat,  16  Mass.  449  $  WelU  Ban- 


itter,  4  Id.  515 ;  Hill  on  Real  Prop. 
54 ;  QuweU  HUl,  47  N.  H.,  407, 
and  cases  cited. 

The  reasons  do  not  appear  sufficient, 
because  no  man  has  a  right  to  chest  his 
creditors.  To  divert  his  means  to  the 
improvement  of  his  wife's  estate  instead 
of  paying  his  debts  is  cheating,  snd  a 
court  of  equity  could,  in  such  esses, 
protect  the  wife's  property  as  well  as  his 
creditors.  However,  the  courts  hold 
otherwise. 

Jiro.  F.  Kbllt. 

Bellaire,  Ohio. 
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supreme  court  of  the  united  states.^ 
supreme  court  of  illinois.' 
supreme  court  of  kansas.* 
supreme  judicial  court  of  massachusetts.* 
supreme  court  of  ohio.' 

Account. 

Account  rendered — MUtake — Correction. — An  account  rendered  is 
only  prima  fade  evidence  against  the  party  making  it :  Clark  t.  Mar- 
hour  g,  33  Kan 8. 

Where  there  has  been  no  mntaal  examination  of  an  account  consut- 
ing  of  many  items,  and  the  creditor  notifies  the  debtor  of  a  round  sum 
being  due  thereon,  which,  by  the  mistake  of  the  creditor  is  much  smal- 
ler than  the  actual  balance  due,  and  the  debtor  gives  his  note  for  such 
balance  and  receives  in  return  a  receipt  in  full :  Held,  that  the  creditor 
may  bring  his  action  upon  the  original  account,  and  if  the  debtor  as  a 
defence  answers  and  attempts  to  prove  an  account  stated  and  settled,  ths 
creditor  may  show  under  a  reply  containing  a  general  denial  that  there 
has  been  no  adjustment  or  settlement  of  the  items  of  the  accoiiDt  be- 
tween him  and  the  debtor ;  that  the  receipt  was  given  by  him  to  tlis 
debtor  through  mistake,  and  that  the  debtor  is  only  entitled  to  credit  for 
the  amount  of  the  note  given  by  him  :  Id, 


^  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  ap>"i^"' 
filed  during  Oct.  Term  18S4.    The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  114  U.  S-  ^P* 

«  From  Hon.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  1 12  111.  Rep. 

»  From  A.  M.  F.  Randolph,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  the  cases  will  probably  apP*''  " 
33  Kans.  Rep. 

^  From  John  Lathrop,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  13S  Mass.  Rep. 
*  From  E.  L.  DeWitt,  Esq.,  Reporter.    The  cases  will  probably  appear  ^' 
or  42  Oluo  St.  Uep. 
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Action*   See  O^n^kt  of  Lawi, 
Agent. 

iio«r  fo  Sye. — Where  a  priri(^ipiil  is  absent^  bis  geoeral  ogeDt,  hnv- 
>]&  atitbority  to  mnxmjie  bu.siijes»,  will  iiecc8Harily  have  Quthoritj 
ri^  satis  to  collect  dcbtd,  nnd  iDsuraoce  iti  Gamn  of  loss  by  fire,  ^ucb 
r  being  casenUjii  to  nn  efficient  dib^cbarge  of  bis  dtitiea:  German 
Im.  do.  V*  GruntTt,  112  III, 

Ame.^dment.    See  Sheriff. 

AsgiosMENT.    See  Conjllet  of  LawM, 

ntraei — Evidmee. — An  agent  appointed  by  ibe  owner  to  nell  eoal 
upoti  eouimisjiioDf  employed  another  to  aid  him  in  creeling  a  sale, 
isitig  to  give  the  latter^  as  was  oUinied.  one-half  of  bij  eommisBJons 
\e  of  a,  sale  at  a  given  price,  v^hieb  sule  wii!^  cff'ecttid  through  the 
.  and  after  the  death  of  the  foriiier  the  latter  presented  a  claim 
St  bis  estate  for  one-half  of  the  commi.^sions  received.  It  was  hthl^ 
^view  of  the  evidence^  there  na  equitiible  assignment  of  hulf 
e  claira  for  commissions,  bui  that  the  relation  between  the  two  waa 
y  tbat  of  creditor  and  debtor:  W^num  v.  S»^*ftry  112  111, 
e  burden  of  proof  is  upon  a  party  who  claims  an  equitable  assij^n- 
of  one  half  of  a  demand,  to  show  that  fact  by  satisfactory  evidence  ; 
his  is  not  ahowu  by  proof  of  ca.^uai  admissions  or  statenienta  of 
ttfty  holding  the  demand,  varying  in  Ibrm  of  erpression  and  in  sub 
especially  when  rebutted  by  the  conduct  and  acts  of  the  party 
iDg  the  assiguuient :  Id. 

Bltxg  AND  Notes-    See  Duress. 

•erdu£  Note — Eccffipt  nf  Intttttt  in  Adt^aiice^ — Mttt — Snrtf^ — /«- 
. — The  receipt  of  interest  in  advance  upon  an  overdue  proniissory 
from  ibe  maker*  dot's  not  of  itself  import  such  a  giving  of  time  as 
liscbarge  a  surety:  J/'iydenville  ^av.  Bnitk  v.  Parsons  ^  138  Mass. 
yments  and  the  inJorssemeuta  of  paynients^  upon  a  promissory  note 
lich  no  rate  of  interest  is  expressed,  of  interest  at  the  rate  of  seven 
eot.  per  annum,  in  respect  of  time  after  the  note  has  become  over- 
do not  amount  to  a  change  of  the  contract,  or  sutif^fy  the  statutory 
rement  of  an  agreement  iu  writing  to  bind  the  maker  to  pay  that 
n  the  future  :  LL 

Common  Carrier.    See  Master  and  Servant, 

FaMenrfer — Dnt^  of  Railroad— eg! i^ence-^Damogei. — In  an 
I  brought  against  a  railroad  conipany  in  behalf  of  the  next  of  kin, 
le  persona)  representatives  of  a  dece:tscd  person,  to  recover  damages 
ijuries  resulting  in  the  death  of  such  person,  nominal  damages  may 
^covered,  if  it  Jippcars  I  hat  his  duath  was  caused  by  the  wrongful 
r  omisaioD  of  the  defendant,  al though  no  actual  pecuniary  damag:c3 
liave  been  shown  or  suffered  :  Atchimn,  T.  dfr  8.  Railroad  v.  Weber ^ 

ia  the  duty  of  a  ruilroad  company  carrying  paasengera  to  provide 
leir  quiet  and  comfort,  and  secure  them  against  the  annoying  and 
live  oondaot  of  other  passengers;  and  where  the  conduct  of  a  pae- 
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senger  is  such  as  to  render  his  presence  dangerous  to  fellow  passengers, 
or  such  as  will  occasion  them  serious  annoyance  and  discomfort,  it  is  not 
only  the  right,  hut  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  exclude  such  pas- 
senger from  it4s  train  :  Id. 

Where  an  unattended  passenger  after  entering  upon  a  journey  hecomes 
sick  and  unconscious,  or  insane,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company 
to  remove  him  from  the  train  and  leave  him  until  he  is  in  a  fit  condition 
to  resume  his  journey,  or  until  he  shall  obtain  the  necessary  assLstance 
to  take  care  of  him  to  the  end  of  his  journey  :  Id, 

The  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  such  a  passenger  does  not  end  with 
his  removal  from  the  train,  but  it  is  bound  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
and  ordinary  care  in  temporarily  providing  for  his  protection  and  com- 
fort; and  Jield,  that  the  railroad  company  may  have  exercised  due  care 
towards  such  a  passenger  who  is  without  friends  or  money  when  it  care- 
fully and  prudently  removes  him  from  its  train,  and  promptly  places  him 
in  charge  of  the  overseer  of  the  poor.  The  statute  makes  it  the  duty 
of  the  overseer  of  the  poor  in  any  township  or  city  to  grant  temporary 
relief  to  any  tion-resident  who  may  be  found  lying  sick  therein,  or  ia 
distress  and  without  friends  or  money,  and  the  expense  of  providing 
such  relief  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  county  treasury  :  Id. 

Conflict  of  Laws. 

Action  for  Diverting  Stream  to  Injury  of  Property  in  another  State, 
— An  action  of  tort,  for  diverting  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream  in  this 
Commonwealth,  and  preventing  the  same  from  coming  to  the  plaintiff's 
mill  in  an  adjoining  state,  may  be  maintained  in  this  Commonwealth : 
MannmUe  Co,  v.  Worcester,  138  Mass. 

In  an  action  for  diverting  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream,  and  prevent- 
ing the  same  from  coming  to  the  plaintiff's  mill,  the  fact  that  a  certain 
percentage  of  the  water  was  returned  to  the  stream  may  be  considered 
in  estimating  the  amount  of  damages :  Id. 

Asngnment  of  Insurance  Policy — Foreign  Company. — If  an  assign- 
ment is  made  in  this  Commonwealth,  between  parties  domiciled  here,  of 
a  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  a  company  organized  under  the  laws  of 
another  state,  but  delivered  here,  the  questions  of  the  validity  of  the 
assignment  and  of  the  capacity  of  the  parties  to  contract  are  to  be  de- 
termined  by  the  law  of  thb  Commonwealth  :  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  138  Mass. 

Constitutional  Law.   See  Criminal  Law. 

Right  of  Holder  of  Coupons  of  Virginia  State  Bonds  to  Pay  Taxes 
therewith — Law  impairing  the  Obligation  of  a  Contract —  What  is  not  a 
Suit  against  a  State  within  the  Eleventh  Amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. — In  an  action  of  detinue  for  personal  property, 
distrained  by  the  defendant  for  delinquent  taxes,  in  payment  of  which 
the  plaintiff  had  duly  tendered  coupons  cut  from  bonds  issued  by  the 
state  of  Virginia  under  the  funding  act  of  March  30th  1871,  hM, 
'that  by  the  terms  of  that  act,  and  the  issue  of  bonds  and  coupons  in 
virtue  of  the  same,  a  contract  was  made  between  every  coupon  holder 
and  the  state  that  such  coupons  should  be  receivable  at  and  after  ma- 
tmricy  for  all  taxes,  debts,  dues  and  demands  due  the  state the  right 
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le  oonpon-holder,  under  which,  was  to  have  his  coupons  received  for 
I  when  offered,  and  that  any  act  of  the  state  which  forbids  the  re- 
ef these  coupons  fur  taxes  is  a  violation  of  the  contract,  and  void 
gainst  coupon-holders :  toindexter  v.  Greenhow,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct, 
1, 1884. 

I  action  or  suit  bronght  by  a  tax -payer,  who  has  duly  tendered  such 
)DS  in  payment  of  his  taxes,  against  the  person  who,  under  color  of 
as  tax  collector,  and  acting  in  the  enforcement  of  a  void  law^ 
d  by  the  legislature  of  the  state,  having  refused  such  tender  of 
)n8,  proceeds  by  seizure  and  sale  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
ce  the  collection  of  such  taxes,  is  an  action  or  suit  against  him 
Dally  as  a  wrongdoer,  and  not  against  the  state,  within  the  mean* 
f  the  eleventh  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
b:  Id. 

Contract.   See  Oonflict  0/ Laws 
Corporation.    See  Municipal  Corporatuni. 

hteription  to  Stock — Liability  of  SuUcrxber  for  Debts. — There  is 
ibility  on  a  subscription  to  the  stock  of  a  corporation,  the  amount 
30se  capital  stock  is  fixed,  until  the  whole  amount  of  the  stock  19 
ribed :  Temple  v.  Lemon^  112  111. 

subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of  a  proposed  corporation,  when  the 
mount  of  stock  fixed  by  law  or  by  the  action  of  those  connected 
with  is  not  subscribed,  cannot  be  held  liable  individually  for  a  debt 
ch  corporation,  unless  for  some  cause  he  has  estopped  himself  from 
ng  that  the  whole  of  the  fixed  capital  stock  was  never  subscribed : 

Costs.    See  Errors  and  Appeals. 
Criminal  Law. 

esentment  or  Indictment  by  a  Grand  Jury — Infamous  Crime — Con* 
tonal  Law, — A  person  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  an  infamous 
I,  without  having  been  presented  or  indicted  by  a  grand  jury,  as 
red  by  the  fifth  amendment  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
iitled  to  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus  from  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Inited  States:  Ex  parte  Wilson,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 
crime  punishable  by  imprisonment  for  a  term  of  years  at  hard  labor 
infamous  crime,  within  the  provision  of  the  fifth  amendment  of 
onstitution,  that  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital 
herwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of 
nd  jury :  Id. 

Damages.    See  Conflict  of  Laws  ;  Malicious  Prosecution. 
Divorce. 

tane  Wife — Suit  by  Guardian. — The  guardian  of  an  insane  woman 
Dt  bring  and  maintain  an  action  against  her  husband  for  divorce  and 
)ny,  or  for  alimony  alone  :  Birdsell  v.  BirdseU,  83  Kans. 

Domicile. 

fant  Orphan  residing  with  a  Grandparent. — ^The  grandfather  or 
dmother  of  an  infant,  when  the  next  of  kin,  is  the  guardian  by 
L.  XXXni.— 61 
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Datare  of  such  infant ;  and  infants  having  a  domicile  in  one  state,  vho 
after  the  death  of  both  their  parents  take  up  their  residence  at  the  home 
of  their  paternal  grandmother  and  next  of  kin  in  another  state,  acquire 
her  domicile :  Lamar  v.  Micou^  S.  0.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Duress. 

Note  hy  Person  under  Arrest, — No  action  can  be  maintaioed 
upon  a  promissory  note,  given  by  a  person  while  under  arrest  on  a  com- 
plaint for  larceny  of  property  exceeding  in  value  $100,  to  the  owner  of 
the  property  alleged  to  have  been  stolen,  under  an  agreement  that  the 
complaint  shall  be  placed  on  file,  the  plaintiff  having  received  the  note 
with  notice  of  the  circumstances ;  and  the  question  of  the  guilt  or  inno- 
cence of  the  accused  person  is  not  open  in  such  action :  Gorham  t. 
Keyes,  138  Mass. 

Equitt.    See  Asti^menL 

Practice — Allowing  New  Answer. — A  motion  by  a  defendant  in  a  hill, 
to  set  aside  an  interlocutory  decree  and  for  leave  to  file  a  new  answer,  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  with  which  this  conrt 
will  not  interfere,  unless  it  can  see  that  such  discretion  has  been  ahnsed : 
ISchmidt  v.  Braley,  162  111. 

The  proper  practice  in  a  case  where  a  defendant  desires  to  file  a  new 
answer  to  the  bill,  is  to  prepare  the  answer  and  submit  it  to  the  coart 
with  the  motion  for  leave  tu  file  it.  If  the  proposed  new  answer  isfrive- 
lous,  impertinent  or  scandalous,  the  court  should  not  allow  it  to  be  filed : 
Id. 

Reformation — Specific  PerformMice — Evidence. — In  an  action  to  re- 
form a  contract  and  for  relief  thereunder,  after  the  same  is  reformed, 
the  court  may  specifically  enforce  the  same  when  that  may  be  done,  or 
may  give  adequate  compensation  for  its  non-performance  :  Columllm  & 
Toledo  Railroad  v.  Steinfield,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

On  trial  of  an  action  to  reform  a  written  substituted  contract  for  fraud 
or  mistake,  and  to  enforce  the  same  when  reformed,  or  if  the  same  could 
not  be  reformed,  then  to  rescind  the  written  contract,  there  may  be  given 
in  evidence  the  original  writing  made  by  the  same  parties  upon  the  sub* 
ject-matter  in  dispute,  and  also  the  subsequent  acts  done  or  procured  to 
be  done  by  the  party  charged  with  the  fraud  and  which  tend  to  prove 
the  fraud  or  mistake  :  Id. 

On  such  a  trial,  the  court  may  find  that  the  written  contract  in  dis- 
pute does  not  contain  the  true  agreement  of  the  parties,  but  if  the  party 
complaining  neither  pays  back  nor  offers  to  return  the  money  received 
by  him  under  the  contract,  it  is  error  to  order  the  contract  to  be  set 
aside  and  held  for  naught :  Id, 

Errors  and  Appeals. 

Motion  to  Dismiss  Writ  of  Error  for  want  of  Jurisdiction. — Costs  on* 
— The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  upon  dismissing  a  writ  of 
error  for  want  of  jurisdiction  can  adjudge  to  the  defendant  in  error  the 
costs  incident  to  his  motion  to  dismiss,  though  not  the  costs  of  the  suit: 
Bradstreet  Co.  v.  Higgins,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 
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Evidence.    See  Account ;  Auignment ;  Negligence. 

show  Fain — Physician. — Od  the  trial  in  an  aotioD  for  a  personal 
,  the  plaiDtiff  called  his  atteadiog  physioiaD,  who  testified  that  he 
[amined  the  plaintiff,  who  stated  the  symptoms,  and  that  he  had 
id  pain.  The  witness  was  then  asked  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
ig  or  "  making  believe,"  to  whioh  he  answered,  "  No,  sir;  I  know 

not,  from  examination  and  tests Held,  that,  with  the  explana- 
)  to  his  means  of  knowledge,  there  was  no  error  in  the  admission 

evidence.  The  answer  could  only  be  understood  as  a  deducticpn 
elusion  from  the  examination  and  tests  made:  Chicago^  B.  dh  Q. 
)ad  Co,  V.  Martin,  112  111. 

luch  a  case,  the  attending  physician,  having  every  means  of  observ- 
e  symptoms,  may  be  asked  if  the  patient  suffered  pain,  and  his 
'  in  the  affirmative  can  be  considered  only  as  an  opinion  based 
ictual  facts  and  tests.  It  does  not  even  require  an  expert  to  kno^ 
istence  of  pain  from  the  nature  of  the  injury  and  the  patient^g 
d  manifestations :  Id, 

Fixture. 

5C  hiUt  on  Land  of  another — Notice — Purchaser. — A  fence  built 
person  upon  the  land  of  another  under  a  parol  license  or  agree- 

that  it  might  be  removed  at  the  will  of  the  builder,  becomes  a 
which  will  pass  with  a  grant  of  the  land  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 

t  notice  of  the  adverse  title  to  such  fence :  Rowand  y.  Ander- 

\  Kans. 

legal  effect  of  attaching  an  improvement  of  a  permanent  char- 
3  land  may  be  controlled  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties  as  between 
Ives  and  those  who  have  knowledge  of  such  agreement,  but  a 
greement  cannot  be  sustained  or  held  to  be  binding  upon  a  sub* 
t  vendee  who  had  no  notice  of  the  parol  agreement  under  which 
ucture  was  annexed  to  the  land  :  Id, 

er  the  facts  stated  in  this  case,  held,  that  the  location  of  the  fence 
use  were  not  sufficient  to  reasonably  excite  inquiry  regarding  the 
hip  of  the  fence,  nor  were  they  sufficient  to  charge  the  plaintilf 
dtice  of  the  adverse  interest  therein  :  Id. 

Highway. 

\icipal  Corporation — Defective  Sidewalk^ Negligence. — The  fact 
person  uses  a  street  or  sidewalk  afler  he  has  notice  that  it  is  out 
lir  is  not  necessarily  negligence.  Persons  are  not  to  be  entirely 
ed  from  the  use  of  a  street  because  it  may  be  defective  or  somewhat 
oas,  but  where  danger  exists,  and  it  is  known,  ordinary  prudence 
require  of  those  using  such  street,  greater  vigilance  and  care  and 
I,  corresponding  with  the  danger,  to  avoid  injury:  City  of  Enn- 
V.  Schmidlingy  33  Kans. 

u  action  brought  against  a  city  to  recover  for  personal  injuries 
[  to  have  resulted  from  a  defective  sidewalk,  the  fact  that  the  walk 
3tion  was  removed  by  the  city  authorities  and  another  and  a  better 
bstituted  therefor  soon  after  the  injury  occurred,  may  be  consid- 
}  a  circumstance  tending  to  show  that  the  walk  removed  was  out 
ftir,  but  it  is  no  evidence  that  the  city  authorities  had  knowledge 
defect  before  the  occurrence  of  the  injury  :  Id, 
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Defective  Sidewalk — Negligence —  Uke  of  Velocipede — It  cannot  be 
ruled,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the  use  of  a  velocipede  upon  a  sidewalk  of 
a  street  is  necessarily  unlawful :  Purple  v.  Greenjidd^  138  Mass. 

An  opening  about  a  foot  and  a  half  deep,  a  little  more  than  a  foot  in 
width,  and  two  feet  and  a  half  long,  was  made  six  inches  from  the  lioe 
of  the  sidewalk  in  a  town,  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  light  and  air  to 
the  cellar  of  a  building.  There  was  nothing  to  indicate  where  the  line 
of  the  sidewalk  ended.  The  opening  had  existed  for  some  months,  and 
was  covered  by  a  loose  board,  and  was  known  to  be  so  covered  by  the 
chairman  of  the  selectmen  of  the  town.  While  the  board  was  off,  a 
person  travelling  on  the  highway  stepped  into  the  opening.  Eeldy  in  an 
action  against  the  town  for  an  injury  thereby  occasioned,  that  the  jury 
were  authorized  to  find  that  the  town  had  reasonable  notice  of  a  hole, 
insecurely  guarded,  near  the  limit  of  the  highway :  Id, 

Municipal  GorporaHon — Negligence. — A  town  is  not  bound  to  erect 
barriers  to  prevent  a  person  travelling  with  a  horse  and  wagon  from 
straying  from  a  highway,  although  there  is  a  dangerous  place  thirtj-four 
feet  from  the  marked  travelled  part  of  the  highway,  and  nine  and  a  half 
feet  from  the  line  of  the  location  of  the  highway,  which  he  may  reach 
by  so  straying :  Barnes  v.  Chocopee,  138  Mass. 

Husband  and  Wife.   See  Divorce. 

Contract  to  Charge  separate  Estate — Action  on, — A  contract  by  which 
a  married  woman  charges  her  separate  estate,  in  equity,  with  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt,  need  not  be  in  writing :  EUioU  v.  Latohead,  41  or  42 
Ohio  St. 

An  action  founded  on  such  a  contract,  where  a  personal  judgment 
against  a  married  woman  is  not  authorized,  is  of  an  equitable  nature,  of 
which  a  court  of  equity  alone  has  jurisdiction :  Id. 

The  rule  that  a  creditor  must  exhaust  his  remedy  at  law  before  seeking 
equitable  relief,  does  not  apply  to  an  action  to  charge  the  separate  estate 
of  a  married  woman  for  the  payment  of  a  claim,  where  the  statute  gives 
DO  remedy  at  law :  Id. ' 

A  prior  action  to  recover  a  money  judgment,  in  which  it  is  sought  to 
reach  the  same  separate  property  by  attachment,  iff  which  the  plaintiff 
fails,  is  no  bar  to  a  suit  in  equity  to  charge  such  separate  property,  with 
the  judgment  of  the  same  claim :  Id. 

Infant.   See  Domicile. 

Injunction. 

A  Proper  Remedy  to  Prevent  Collection  of  Taxes  by  Distraint  after  Ten' 
derin  Taoo-receivable  Coupons, — The  remedy  by  injunction  to  prevent  the 
collection  of  taxes  by  distraint  upon  the  rolling  stock,  machinery,  cars, 
and  engines,  and  other  property  of  railroad  corporations,  afber  a  tender 
of  payment  in  tax -receivable  coupons,  is  sanctioned  by  repeated  decisions 
of  this  court,  and  has  become  common  and  unquestioned  practice,  in 
similar  cases,  where  exemptions  have  been  claimed  in  virtue  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States;  the  ground  of  the  jurisdiction  being 
that  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law :  AUen  v.  B.  <&  0.  Railroad 
Co.,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 
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Insurance.   See  Conflict  of  Laws. 

mgnment  to  Person  having  no  Insurable  Interest. — If  a  policy  of 
-ance  od  the  life  of  another  is  issued  to  a  person  having  an  insurable 
est  in  such  life,  an  assignment  of  such  policy  to  a  person  having  no 
insurable  interest  does  not  render  the  assignment  void :  MuL  Life 
Co.  y.  Allen,  138  Mass. 

'oof  of  Loss —  Time — Waiver — Absence  of  Insured. — ^TVhere  a  pol- 
f  insurance  requires  the  assured,  v?ithin  thirty  days  after  any  loss 
re,  to  furnish  proofs  of  the  same,  signed  and  sworn  to  by  him,  the 
'  of  loss  should  be  so  signed  and  sworn  to,  unless  there  is  some  legal 
se.  His  absence  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  and  failure  to  return  in 
,  is  a  sufficient  legal  excuse,  and  in  such  case  the  proofs  may  be 
id  and  verified  by  his  agent  having  charge  of  his  business:  German 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Grunert,  112  111. 

here  written  notice  and  proof  of  loss  are  made  out  and  delivered  to 
Dsurance  company  within  the  required  time,  by  the  agent  of  the 
ed,  the  latter  being  absent  from  home,  and  the  company  returns 
e  and  proofs,  with  objections  thereto,  and  they  are  amended  by  the 
^  and  again  delivered,  and  they  are  again  sent  back  for  amendment, 
h  is  made,  and  this  is  repeated  several  other  times,  this  will  be  held 
ver  by  the  company  of  the  objection  that  such  notice  and  proofs 
not  delivered  in  proper  time :  Id. 

mdition  against  Vacation  of  Building. — An  absolute  condition  in  a 
nsurance  policy,  on  a  dwelling-house,  that  the  policy  shall  be  void 
be  building  insured  be  vacated  or  left  unoccupied,"  avoids  the  pol- 
although  the  vacation  of  the  house  results  from  the  permanent  re- 
l  of  the  tenant  of  the  insured  during  the  running  of  his  lease, 
>nt  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  landlord :  Farmers*  Ins,  Co. 
ells,  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Interest.    See  BiUs  and  Notes. 

Judgment. 

nfession — Power  of  Clerk  in  Vacation — Meaning  of  Vacation — 
nal  Act. — Where  a  circuit  court  adjourned  over  for  thirty-two  days, 
B  held  that  the  period  intervening  in  which  the  court  did  not  sit 
ransact  business  was  to  be  regarded  as  vacation,  within  the  mean- 
f  that  word  in  section  66  of  the  Practice  Act,  authorizing  judg- 
B  by  confession  in  vacation.  But  the  word  is  not  to  be  understood 
ibracing  all  the  time  the  court  is  not  actually  in  session,  or  as  em- 
Dg  the  time  of  an  adjournment  from  day  to  day :  Conkling  v. 
ely,  112  111. 

Limitations,  Statute  of. 

lUic  Nuisance — Right  of  Action  for — Lapse  of  Time. — Maintaining 
sance  for  twenty  years  does  not  give  u  prescriptive  right  to  main- 
it:  Inhab.  of  New  Salem  v.  Eagle  Mill,  138  Mass. 
1  action,  by  a  person  who  suffers  a  peculiar  and  special  damage  from 
}lic  nuisance,  may  be  maintained  against  a  person  who  continues 
inisance,  although  a  recovery  for  the  injury  done  by  the  creation  of 
tuisance  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations  :  Id. 
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Lunatic.   See  Divorce. 
Malicious  Prosecution. 

Corporation — Attcushment — Damages. — An  action  may  be  maiotained 
against  a  corporation  to  recover  damages  for  wrongfully,  maliciously  and 
without  just  or  probable  cause,  obtaining  and  levying  an  order  of  attach- 
ment upon  personal  property :  Western  News  Co.  v.  Wxlmarih^  33  Kans. 

Where  it  is  alleged  in  a  petition  brought  to  recover  damages  therefor, 
that  an  order  of  attachment  was  wrongfully,  maliciously,  and  withont 
just  or  probable  cause  sued  out  \  that  a  stock  of  goods  was  levied  thereon 
and  withheld  from  the  owner  for  about  two  months,  and  tberehy 
his  business  completely  broken  up,  it  is  not  error  on  the  part  of  the 
court,  trying  the  case  without  a  jury,  to  receive  evidence  showing  the 
value  of  the  stock  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the  attachment;  that  the  owoer 
was  doing  a  business  from  $6000  to  97000  per  annum,  with  a  net  profit 
of  $1500  to  $1600  per  year,  and  that  on  account  of  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings his  business  was  broken  up,  as  in  such  a  case  vindictive  or 
exemplary  damages  are  allowable  :  Id, 

Master  and  Servant. 

Common  Carrier — Assistance  rendered  hy  Passenger  at  request  of 
Driver — Injury  through  Fault  of  Driver. — The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger 
on  defendant's  street  railroad,  on  a  car  northward  bound.  The  railway 
was  a  single  track,  with  occasional  side-tracks  for  the  passage  of  caTS 
moving  in  opposite  directions.  The  northbound  car,  having  been  drawn 
beyond  the  side-track,  where  it  was  to  have  met  the  southbound  car,  it 
became  necessary  to  push  it  back  to  the  side-track,  so  that  the  cars  could 
pass  and  each  proceed  to  its  destination.  At  the  request  of  the  driver 
of  the  northbound  car,  the  plaintiff  assisted  him  in  pushing  the  car 
back  to  the  side-track.  While  so  engaged,  without  fault  on  his  part,  he 
was  injured  by  the  carelessness  of  defendant's  driver  on  the  southbound 
car:  ffeld^  1.  The  plaintiff  did  not  engage  in  the  service  of  defend- 
ant as  a  mere  volunteer.  2.  Under  the  circumstances  the  plaintiff  can- 
not be  considered  as  a  fellow-servant  with  the  driver  of  the  southbound 
car.  3.  In  the  case  stated,  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior  applies: 
Mclntire  Street  Ed.  v.  Boltony  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Mortgage. 

Assumption  of  Mortgage  Debt — Liability  of  Purchaser. — A  purchaser 
of  mortgaged  premises  from  the  mortgagor,  who  assumes  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  or  who  accepts  a  conveyance  reciting  his  assumption  of 
the  same  with  a  knowledge  of  such  recital,  will  at  once  become  person- 
ally liable  to  the  mortgagee  for  the  mortgage  indebtedness,  and  he  can- 
not defeat  the  mortgagee's  right  to  hold  him  responsible,  by  procuring 
a  release  from  the  mortgagor:  Bay  v.  Williams,  112  III. 

The  acceptanice  by  the  purchaser,  of  a  conveyance  by  a  mortgagor  of 
his  equity  of  redemption  in  mortgaged  premises,  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  a  promise  by  the  grantee  to  assume  and  pay  the  mortgage 
debt:  Id. 

A  promise  by  one,  upon  a  valuable  consideration  moving  from  another, 
to  pay  the  debt  of  that  other  to  a  third  person,  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
such  third  person ;  and  his  right  to  maintain  an  action  upon  it  is  vested 
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n  bj  force  of  the  agreement  itself.  The  express  assent  of  the  bene- 
f  is  not  essential  to  bis  right  to  avail  of  its  benefits  :  Jd. 

hrogcUwn — Money  obtained  on  Forced  Mortgage  to  pay  off  Valid 
lage — Rights  of  Mortgagee. — Where  money  is  loaned  upon  the  se- 
r  of  what  is  supposed  to  be  a  valid  mortgage,  but  which  in  fact  ia 
;ed  and  void  mortgage,  and  the  money  is  so  loaned  for  the  purpose 
\  prior  valid  mortgage  may  be  discharged,  which  is  done,  the  mort- 
of  the  void  mortgage  may  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  prior 
:agee,  there  being  intervening  liens  or  incumbrances  ,  Everston  v. 
al  Bank.  33  Kans. 

d  in  such  a  case,  where  the  mortgagee  of  the  void  mortgage  assigns 
me  in  the  regular  course  of  business  to  an  innocent  purchaser,  such 
snt  purchaser  takes  the  place  of  the  mortgagee  of  the  void  mort^ 
with  all  his  rights  of  subrogation  :  Id, 

Municipal  Cobporation.   See  Highway, 

lOENCE.  Common  Carrier ;  Highway;  Master  and 'Servant. 

)8sing  Railroad — Duty  to  Look  or  Listen. — It  is  the  duty  of  a 
1  about  to  cross  a  railway  track  to  make  a  vigilant  use  of  his 
I,  as  far  as  there  is  an  opportunity,  in  order  to  ascertain  if  there  ii 
sent  danger  in  crossing.  A  failure  to  listen  or  look,  when  jby 
I  this  precaution  the  injury  might  have  been  avoided,  is  negligent^c 
rill  bar  a  recovery,  notwithstanding  the  negligence  of  the  railroad 
my  in  failing  to  give  signals  contributed  to  the  injury :  Union 
\c  Railroad  v.  Adams^  33  Kans. 

Negotiable  Instrument. 

lud  in  obtaining — Bona  fide  Holder — United  States. — Where,  by 
»nnivance  of  a  clerk  in  the  office  of  an  assistant  treasurer  of  the 
d  States,  a  person  unlawfully  obtains  from  that  office  money  be- 
ig  to  the  United  States,  and,  to  replace  it,  pays  to  the  clerk  money 
I  he  obtains  by  fraud  from  a  bank,  the  clerk  having  no  knowledge 
means  by  which  the  latter  money  was  obtained,  the  United  States 
>t  liable  to  refund  the  money  to  the  bank.  The  case  distinguished 
United  States  v.  State  Bank,  96  U.  S.  30 :  State  Bank  V.  United 
p,  S.  G.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Notice.    See  Fixture. 

tssession  under  Contract  of  Sale — Payment  to  Vendor  in  ignorance 
sequent  Mortgage. — A.  loaned  to  6.  a  sum  of  money,  receiving  B,'t 
ssory  note  and  a  mortgage  on  real  estate  to  secure  the  same;  bun 
A.  accepted  the  note  and  mortgage,  C.  was  in  actual  possession  of 
iremises,  and  resided  thereon  with  his  family :  Held,  that  A.  wan 
eable  with  notice  of  C.'s  rights  and  interest  in  the  premises ;  and 
ving  assigned  the  note  and  mortgage  his  assignee  occupied  the 
situation;  nor  will  the  fact  that  A.  and  his  assignee  did  not  know 
J.  was  in  possession,  make  any  difference :  Ranney  v.  Hardy,  41 
Ohio  St. 

sold  to  0.  real  estate,  placed  him  in  possession,  and  agreed  in 
ig  to  execute  to  him  a  deed  on  payment  of  the  purchase-money  in 
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monthly  instaimeDts.  Snbsequcntlj  B.  executed  to  A.  a  mortgage  os 
the  premises,  n^hich  was  recorded  :  Held^  that  such  mortgage  was  valid, 
but  subordinate  to  the  rights  of  0. ;  that  C.  may  validly  make  pay- 
ments of  purchase-money  to  B.  until  A.  or  his  assignee,  by  suit,  or  io 
some  other  unequivocal  form,  asserts  the  right  to  receive  from  C.  the 
unpaid  instalments  of  purchase-money  ;  and  that  the  assignee  of  C.  has 
the  same  right :  Id. 

Nuisance.   See  LimitatioM^  Statute  of. 

Partnership. 

Insolvency — Liability  of  a  Reitring  Member. — Where  a  member  of  a 
partnership  retires  from  it^  and  his  copartners,  who  continue  the  business, 
thereupon  agree,  in  good  faith,  to  pay  him  a  sum  certain  as  his  share  of 
the  capital,  and  the  firm  afterwards  unexpectedly  turns  out  to  have  been 
insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  said  withdrawal :  Held,  that  a  bank  from 
which  the  new  firm  had  borrowed  money  which  they  had  partly  used  in 
making  payments  to  the  said  retiring  member,  could  not  in  equity  charge 
the  old  firm  with  the  money  loaned  to  the  new,  nor  the  retiring  partner 
with  the  moneys  obtained  from  it  and  used  to  pay  him,  the  retiring  part- 
ner having  paid  in  discharge  of  the  debts  of  the  old  firm,  more  than  the 
amount  received  by  him  as  his  share  of  the  capital  thereof:  Perm  Bank 
V.  Furnesa,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Railroad.    See  Common  Carrier, 
Sale. 

Ambiyuous  Terms — Liability  of  Vendee, — Where  a  propoeition  to  sell 
goods  is  sent  by  a  writing,  that,  by  mistake,  is  ambiguous;  and,  know- 
ing of  such  ambiguity,  the  receiver  of  the  writing  claiming  an  improb- 
able meaning,  unreasonably  favorable  to  himself,  and  not  intended  or 
thought  of  by  the  sender,  and  without  notice  to  the  sender  or  inquiry 
of  him  as  to  his  intended  meaning,  orders  the  goods,  obtains,  and  osei 
them,  such  receiver  of  the  goods  is  liable  to  the  seller  of  the  same  for 
the  value  of  the  goods  used,  as  if  no  proposition  had  been  sent :  Butler 
V.  Mosesy  41  or  42  Ohio  St. 

Usury. 

Separate  Loans — Deduction  of  whole  Usury  from  htst  Loan.-— In 
1869,  1870  and  1872,  A.  loaned  money  to  B.,  taking  at  each  loan  a  pro- 
missory note  therefor,  the  note  for  the  loan  of  1 870  embracing  also  the 
amount  of  the  loan  of  1869,  and  the  note  for  the  loan  of  1872,  embrac- 
ing also  the  amount  of  the  two  preceding  loans.  In  each  of  the  notes 
asurious  interest  was  incorporated.  Held,  that  in  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  note  of  1872,  and  obtain 
a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  all  the  illegal  interest  should  be 
deducted  :  Beals  y.  Lewis,  Ohio  St. 
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LIDITY  OF  BONA  FIDE  VOLUNTARY  CONVEY- 
ANCES BY  SOLVENT  DEBTORS,  AS  AGAINST  PRIOR 
IREDITORS. 

'hb  question  of  whether  or  not  gifts  and  voluntary  conveyances, 
e  without  any  dishonest  intent,  by  solvent  debtors,  can  be  upheld 
nst  the  claims  of  pre-existing  creditors,  is  a  vexed  one.  Its 
rer  depends  upon  what  interpretation  should  be  given  to  the 
ite  of  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  and  the  various  state  statutes,  which  have 
I  modelled  upon  it,  and  which  are  for  the  most  part,  simply 
Qactments  of  it.  The  text  of  the  English  act  will  be  found  in 
te  below.^ 

'13  Eliz.  c.  5.  For  the  avoiding  and  abolishing  of  feigned,  covinous  and 
ulent  feoffments,  gifts,  grants,  alienations,  conveyances,  bonds,  suits,  judg> 
8  and  executions,  as  'well  of  lands  and  in  tenements,  as  of  goods  and  chattels, 

commonly  used  and  practised  in  these  days  than  bath  been  seen  or  heard  of 
ofore  ;  which  feoffments,  gifts,  grants,  &c ,  ♦  ♦  ♦  have  been  and  are  devised  and 
ived  of  malice,  fraud,  covin,  collusion  or  guile,  to  the  end,  purpose  and  intent 
lay,  hinder  or  defraud  creditors  and  others  of  their  just  and  lawful  actions, 

debts,  &c.,  ♦  ♦  ♦  not  only  to  the  let  or  hindrance  of  the  due  course  and  cxe- 
n  of  law  and  justice,  but  also  to  the  overthrow  of  all  true  and  plain  dealing, 
lining  and  chevisance  between  man  and  man,  without  the  which  no  common- 
h  or  civil  society  can  be  maintained  or  continued : 

Be  it  therefore  declared,  ordained  and  enacted,  that  all  and  every  feoffment,  gift, 
;,  alienation,  bargain  and  conveyance  of  lands,  tenement!!,  hereditaments,  goods 
'•battels,  or  any  of  them,  by  writing  or  otherwise,  and  all  and  every  bond,  suit, 
ment  and  execution  at  any  time  had  or  made  to  or  for  any  intent  or  purpose 
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It  is  said  to  have  been  declaratory  of  the  common  law  ( Tuyne's 
Case,  1  Smith's  L  C.  1 ;  HamiUon  v.  Russell,  1  Cr.  309 ;  Cado- 
gan  v.  KenneU,  2  Cowp.  432 ;  Fonblanque's  Eq.  *278),  which 
upon  the  subject  under  discussion,  seems  to  have  resembled  the  ciril 
law.  Under  that  law  all  dispositions  of  property,  on  the  score  of 
liberality  by  debtors,  were  invalid  as  against  pre-existing  creditors, 
in  case  the  latter  were  thereby  prejudiced :  1  Domat*s  Civ.  Law, 
§§  1634,  1639. 

English  Doctrine. — The  English  authorities  upon  this  subject 
are  not  harmonious.  Twyne's  Case,  1  Smith's  L.  Cas.  1,  is  the 
leading  one  upon  the  statute.  In  that  case  the  conveyance  was  by 
an  insolvent  debtor,  who  retained  possession,  to  a  creditor  who  was 
not  related  to  him,  and  hence  it  does  not  bear  directly  upon  the 
subject  of  this  article;  but  it  contains  an  expression  of  opinion  bj 
Lord  Coke,  the  reporter,  which  should  carry  weight  because  uttered 
so  soon  after  the  passage  of  the  13th  Eliz.  by  a  judge  of  such  great 
learning.  It  is  as  follows  :  And  when  a  man  being  greatly  in- 
debted to  sundry  persons,  makes  a  gift  to  bis  son,  or  any  of  his 
blood,  without  consideration,  but  only  of  nature,  the  law  intends  a 
trust  betwixt  them,  scih,  that  the  donee  would,  in  consideration  of 
such  gift  being  voluntarily  and  freely  made  to  him,  and  also  in 
consideration  of  nature,  relieve  his  father,  or  cousin,  and  not 
see  him  want,  who  had  made  such  gift  to  him,  vide  83  H.  6, 33,  by 
Prisot,  if  the  father  enfeoffs  his  son  and  heir  apparent  within  age, 
bma  fide,  yet  the  lord  shall  have  the  wardship  of  him :  so  note, 
valuable  cansideration  is  a  good  consideration  within  this  proviso ; 
and  a  gift  made  bona  fide  is  a  gift  made  without  any  trust,  either 
expressed  or  implied  :  by  which  it  appears  that,  as  a  gift  made  on  a 

berore  declared  and  ezpresRed,  shall  be  from  benceforth  deemed  and  taken,  onljr  as 
against  that  person  or  persons,  his  or  their  heirs,  successors,  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns  and  every  of  ihem,  whose  actions,  suits,  debts,  &c.,  »  *  *  bjsnch 
guileful,  covinous  or  fraudulent  devices  and  practices,  aa  is  aforesaid,  are,  shall  or 
might  be  in  anywise  disturbed,  hindered,  delayed  or  defrauded,  to  be  dearly  and 
utterly  void,  frustrate,  and  of  none  eflPect,  any  pretence,  color,  feigned  oonsidenuion, 
expressing  of  use,  or  any  other  matter  or  thing  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

"  Provided,  that  this  act  or  anything  therein  contained  shall  not  extend  to  any 
estate  or  interest  in  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  leases,  rents,  commons,  profits, 
goods  or  chattels,  had,  made,  conveyed  or  assured,  or  hereafter  to  be  had,  made,  con- 
voyed or  assured,  which  estate  or  interest  is  or  shall  be,  upon  good  ronsideratios  and 
bona  fide,  lawfully  conveyed  or  assured  to  any  person  or  persons,  or  bodies  politic  or 
corporate,  not  having  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance  or  assurance  to  tliem  made  any 
manner  of  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  covin,  fraud  or  collusion  as  is  aforesaid.'* 
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consideration,  if  it  be  not  also  bona  fide^  is  not  within  the 
D ;  so  a  gift  made  hma  fide^  if  it  be  not  on  a  good  consider- 
is  not  within  the  proviso,  but  it  ought  to  be  on  a  good  con- 
don  and  also  bona  fide,'*  Chancellor  Hardwicke  appears  to 
greed  with  Lord  CoKK.  In  Tounuhend  Windham,  2  Ves. 
where  the  conveyance  was  to  the  grantor's  child,  and  left 
olvent,  and  the  attacking  party  was  a  prior  creditor,  the 
d  chancellor  said  :  I  know  no  case  on  the  13th  Eliz.  where  a 
ndebted  at  the  time  makes  a  mere  voluntary  conveyance  to 
1  without  consideration,  and  dies  indebted,  but  that  it  shall  be 
ered  as  part  of  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  *  *  ^ 
i  actually  indebted  and  conveying  voluntarily,  always  means  to 
hiud  of  creditors,  I  take  it." 

SpireU  V.  Willows,  3  DeG.,  J.  &.  S  293  (1864),  the  question  was 
the  validity  of  a  post-nuptial  settlement  which  had  left  the 
)r  perfectly  solvent  but  considerably  indebted.  The  settle- 
was  attacked  by  a  prior  creditor  as  fraudulent.  There  was 
ect  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent,  but  it  was  shown  that 

7  after  making  the  settlement  the  grantor  had  converted  hi  a 
into  money  and  spent  it  in  the  payment  of  debts,  costs  and 
r  and  other  expenses,  and  sometime  afterwards  became  insol- 

In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  Lord 
^llor  Westbury  said :  There  is  some  inconsistency  in  the 
k1  cases  on  the  subject  of  conveyances  in  fraud  of  creditorat 
think  the  following  conclusions  are  well  founded  :  If  the  debt 
)  creditor  by  whom  the  voluntary  settlement  is  impeached 
d  at  the  date  of  the  settlement,  and  it  is  shown  that  the  rem- 
r  the  creditor  is  defeated  or  delayed  by  the  existence  of  the 
ment,  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  debtor  was  or  was  not  sol- 
after  making  the  settlement.  But  if  a  voluntary  settlement 
(d  of  gift  be  impeached  by  subsequent  creditors  whose  debts 
lot  been  contracted  at  the  date  of  the  settlement,  then  it  is 
sary  to  show  either  that  the  settler  made  the  settlement  with 
88  intent  *to  delay,  hinder  or  defraud  creditors,  or  that, 

the  settlement,  the  settler  had  not  sufficient  means  or 
nable  expectation  of  being  able  to  pay  his  then  existing  debt^, 

8  to  say,  was  reduced  to  a  state  of  insolvency  :  in  which  case 
iw  infers  that  the  settlement  was  made  with  intent  to  delay, 
^r  or  defraud  creditors,  snd  is  therefore  fraudulent  and  void, 

obvious  that  the  fact  of  a  voluntary  settler  retaining  money 
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enough  to  pay  the  debts  which  he  owes  at  ihe  time 
Belli ement,  but  not  aetually  p^yitig  them,  cannoi  j 
character  to  the  settlement  or  take  it  out  of  the  6t 
remains  a  voluntary  alienation^  or  deed  of  gift  wher« 
the  reraediee  of  creditors  are  delayed,  hindered  or  di 

The  only  English  case  directly  iavolving  tbo  rij 
creditor  which  is  squarely  opposed  to  the  rule  in  Spt 
is,  I  believe,  Bendermn  v.  Lloyd^  -5  F,  &  F,  7  (U 
wliich  a  post-nuptial  settlement  which  had  left  th< 
nothing  that  could  be  seized  under  an  execution  eJ 
money  in  his  wife's  hands,  which  was  insufficient  t< 
was  attacked  by  a  prior  creditor,  Eelb,  C*  J-,  ii 
jury,  told  them  ihat  the  validity  of  the  settlement  de 
upon  the  settler's,  object  and  intent'*  without  r< 
result,  and  that  the  question  of  intent  was  for  them 

This  case  goes  so  far  as  to  overthrow  itself.  It  < 
to  have  been  passed  upon  by  a  eonrt  of  last  resort. 

In  Freeman  v.  Pope,  L,  5  Ch»  App*  Cas.  538  (! 
the  conclusions  reached  by  Chancellor  Westbuby 
and  characteri«ed  a«  dicta^  unnecessary  to  the  decii 
before  him,  because  as  it  was  thought,  it  wais  a 
facts  proved  showed  fraud  in  fact.  It  is  noteworthj 
the  vice-chancellor  in  deciding  Freeman  v.  Pope,  L 
206,  expressed  the  opinion*  that  no  fraudulent  inter 
shown  in  A'pirett  v,  Willowg* 

At  any  rate,  the  criticism  of  Chancellor  West 
stons  seems  to  have  been  entirely  unnecessary,  for 
in  Freeman  v*  Pope  had  left  the  grantor  ineolve 
held  fraudulent  for  that  reason.  The  complainant  w 
creditor,  but  he  was  thought  to  have  the  same  rij 
creditor,  because  there  was  a  prior  creditor  who  mig 
bilL  The  court  seems  to  have  been  of  the  opinion 
indebtedness  is  not  sufficient  to  render  a  volunta 
void  as  to  pre-existing  creditors ;  hut  hiid  down  t 
after  deducting  the  property  conveyed,  sufficient  ava 
not  left  for  the  payment  of  the  grantor*®  debts  an  it\ 
is  conclusively  presumed  at  law  as  well  os  in  erjuit 
thus  laid  down  is  supported  by  considerable  dkt 
Kennett,,  2  Cowp,  432;  Lush  v»  WtlkinBon^  5  Ves. 
kt^n  V.  Vau^han^  3  Drew.  419;  Frmwh  v.  Frmch 
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95;  ShearB  v.  RogerB,  3  B.  &  Ad.  362;  Corlett  v.  Radcliffe,  14 
)re  P.  C.  121 ;  HolmeB  v.  Penny,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  80. 
'he  conveyance  in  Freeman  v.  Pope,  was  to  a  stranger,  and  the 
goes  farther  than  the  American  decisions  in  placing  it  upon  an 
ilitj  with  conveyances,  in  consideration  of  natural  love  and 
aion.  The  case  has  been  cited  as  settling  the  English  rule,  but 
'ett  V.  WtllowB,  appears  to  the  writer  to  be  entitled  to  quite  as 
h  weight. 

MERiCAN  Doctrine. — Reade  v.  Livingstm,  3  Johns.  Ch.  481 
8),  is  a  leading  case  upon  this  subject.  The  conveyance  there 
Ived  was  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  which  though  bo7ia  Jide,  left 
grantor  insolvent.  It  was  decided  by  Chancellor  Kbnt,  who 
'  a  careful  examination  of  the  English  cases,  arrived  at  a  con- 
on  similar  to  the  one  since  reached  by  Chancellor  Westburt. 
le  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  cases,"  said  the  learned 
icellor,  is,  that  if  the  party  be  indebted  at  the  time  of  the 
ntary  settlement,  it  is  presumed  to  be  fraudulent  in  respect  of 
debts,  and  no  circumstances  will  permit  those  debts  to  be 
ted  by  the  settlement,  or  repel  the  legal  presumption  of  fraud, 
presumption  of  law  in  this  case  does  not  depend  upon  the 
ant  of  the  debts,  or  the  extent  of  the  property  in  settlement,  or 
circumstances  of  the  party.  There  is  no  such  line  of  distinc- 
set  up  or  traced  in  any  of  the  cases.  The  attempt  would  be 
irrassing,  if  not  dangerous  to  the  rights  of  the  creditors  to  prove 
itent  to  defraud.  The  law  has,  therefore,  wisely  disabled  the 
}r  from  making  any  voluntary  settlement  of  his  estate  to  stand 
le  way  of  existing  debts.  This  is  the  clear  and  uniform  doc- 
» of  the  cases." 

le  rule  thus  broadly  laid  down  has  been  condemned,  however,  in 
York  :  JackBonY.  Seward^  5  Cowen  67  ;  8.  c.  8  Id.  406 :  Fan 
*  V.  Seward,  1  Ed.  Ch.  327 ;  s.  c.  6  Paige  64 ;  18  Wend, 
;  and  in  order  to  prevent  further  discussion,  a  statute  has  been 
3d,  providing  that  the  question  of  fraud  shall  be  deemed  one 
LCt,  and  that  no  conveyance  shall  be  considered  fraudulent  as 
ast  creditors  or  purchasers  solely  on  the  ground  that  it  wag 
bunded  upon  a  valuable  consideration  :  3  R.  S.  N.  Y.,  p.  2329, 

tie  two  cases  above  referred  to  involved  the  same  facts.  The 
in  question  was  a  guaranty  of  a  judgment.    The  judgment 
a  lien  upon  real  property,  amply  suflScient  to  satisfy  it,  if  sold' 

f 
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at  its  real  value.  The  property  waa  sold  to  satisl] 
bought  m  for  a  trifle  by  the  owner  of  the  judgment 
tary  conireyance  in  question  was  to  the  grantor's  chil 
mode  in  good  faith,  and  left  the  grantor  in  poBseisio 
property  to  pay  hia  debts,  and  waa  held  vaJid as  again; 
creditors.  In  Vtin  W^ck  Seward^  the  vote  in 
Errors  was  15  to  14,  Jackson  v-  Seward^  can  hardly 
authority  of  itself  for  anything,  because  of  the  differs 
the  judges  for  voting  for  a  reversal,  and  it  is  thoug 
Wyek  V.  Seward  is  not  authority  for  any  broader  pn 
that  laid  down  in  Salman  Bennett^  a  case  which  wi 
to  hereafter. 

Extent  TO  which  the  Doctrine  of  Beadbi?.  Ln 
BEEN  ADopTED,^ — 8o  far  as  voluntary  conveyances  to 
concerned,  the  doctrine  of  Meade  v,  Livingston  is  I 
the  law  throughout  the  United  States,  in  the  absence 
changing  the  rule,  at  least  in  those  cases  where  pre- 
would  be  uncollectible  without  resort  to  the  proper 
McLean  V.  Weekii^G^  Me.  411 ;  CTar*  v.  Bepew.ZB  I 
It  is  true  that  courts  have  in  a  number  of  cases  h 
rule  that  a  voluntary  conveyance  by  a  debtor  which 
possession  of  property  out  of  which  all  his  pre- exist  in 
at  the  time  have  been  collected  by  process  of  law^  are  vj 
reference  to  the  fact^  involved,  it  will  be  found  in  eve 
kind^  that  the  conveyance  in  question  was  to  a  reLi 
language  of  the  court  should  of  course  he  taken  in  co 
the  facts  to  which  it  was  intended  to  apply- 
In  Alabama  and  New  Jersey  the  doctrine  of  Reade 
is  accepted  in  its  entirety.    No  distinction  is  made  bet 
ances  to  children  and  those  to  strangers, or  between  thoa 
the  grantor  solvent  and  those  whicli  make  hira  insolve 
Thompson,  3  Porter  196;  Poev.  Mc Kinney,  5  Ala, 
V.  Spmce,  6  Id.  506 ;  Foote  v.  Cohh,  18  Id.  585 ; 
E$lam^  20  Id.  732;  Spencer  v,  Godunn,  80  Id,  355 
V*  Mucolh^  37  Id.  662;    Crawford  v.  Kirkne^^ 
MeAnnalhj  v.  O'Neal  56  Id.  299  ;  Earhj  x.  Owens, 
Den  V.  J>€  Sart,  6  N.  J,  L.  450;  Pm  v-  Lippin<!ott,  I 
V,  Johnson f  12       J.  Eq.  51 ;  Smith  v.  Vreehmd, 
Qardner  v.  Short,  ir*  Id.  341 ;  KuM  v.  Martin,  26  Id 
V.  Morrison,  25  Id.  588 :  Sastm  v.  Cdrtt/ief,  31  Id.  61 
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\k  V.  Hamilton,  84  N.  J.  158 ;  Aber  v.  Brant,  86  Id.  116; 
erthwaite  v.  Ihnley,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  489. 

Dd  the  rule  seems  to  be  the  same  in  Michigan :  Fellom  v.  Smithy 
tfich.  689 ;  Matson  v.  Melchor,  42  Id.  477.  In  both  of  the 
e  cases  the  conveyance  was  to  the  grantor's  wife,  and  it  does 
appear  in  either,  whether  sufficient  property  was  retained  to 
pre-existing  debts  or  not.    In  Fellows  v.  Smith,  Campbell, 

(with  whom  the  other  judges  concurred),  said :  Where  a  con- 
nce  from  a  husband  to  a  wife  is  a  voluntary  one,  without  valua- 
onsideration,  it  is  void  in  law  as  against  creditors,  because  it 
fers  property  they  could  have  reached  had  no  such  transfer 
made.  An  actually  fraudulent  design  is  not  necessary  to  defeat 
untary  conveyance  as  against  existing  creditors. 

Cutter  V.  Griswold,  Walker  s  Ch.  437  (1844),  which  involved 
alidity  of  a  voluntary  conveyance  to  a  son  as  against  a  pre- 
ing  creditor.  Chancellor  Manning  laid  down  the  rule  adopted 
ilman  v.  Bennett,  1  Conn.  525,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
or  had  reserved  anything,  and  the  learned  chancellor  consid- 
the  conveyance  fraudulent  in  fact. 

South  Carolina  the  test  is  whether  or  not  the  creditor  has  been 
3  end  prevented  from  collecting  his  debt  by  the  conveyance, 
has,  the  retention  by  the  debtor,  of  property  sufficient  at  the 
of  the  conveyance  to  pay  all  pre-existing  debts,  will  not  pre- 
the  creditor  from  having  recourse  to  the  property  conveyed  : 
I  V.  Izard,  1  Bailey  Eq.  228;  0' Daniel  v.  Crawford,  4 
197  ;  Blakeney  v.  Kirkley,  2  Nott  &  McC.  544  ;  Simpson  v. 
es,  Riley  8  Ch.  Cas.  232. 

0  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  are  recognised,  however, 
e  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  an  inconsiderable  portion  of  the 
or's  estate  is  made  to  a  wife  or  child,  and  sufficient  property 
isfy  all  pre-existing  debts  is  retained,  and  the  grantor  subse- 
ly  becomes  insolvent  in  consequence  of  sudden  unforeseen  and 
ordinary  events  beyond  his  control  {Buchanan  v.  McNinch, 
3. 498),  or  the  creditor's  failure  to  collect  his  debt  is  the  result 
s  own  laches  (Richardson  v.  Rhodus,  14  Rich.  Law  95: 
k  V.  Bowman,  Rich.  Eq.  Cas.  185  ;  Buchanan  v.  McNinch,  3 
498),  the  conveyance  will  be  upheld. 

3  same  rule  seems  to  have  been  adopted  in  Iowa,  though  the 
in  that  state  are  not  entirely  harmonious.  Stephenson  v.  Cook, 
.  W.  Rep.  182 ;  Moore  v.  Omian,  56  la.  39 ;  Boulton  v. 
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Mahn,  58  Id,  518.  Car$on  v,  Fofej/,  1  Id.  524,  a 
FiggiiiE,  37  Id,  519,  contaiD  dwta  in  favor  of  the  m 
V.  MenneU* 

Conveyances  TO  Relatives. — Salmon  r.  Bmn^U 
(18 It) J,  bas  exercised  a  mtich  more  powerful  influence  € 
of  American  decisions  than  Meade  v.  Livingston, 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule  against  yoluntarj  c< 
debtors,  in  favor  of  those  made  to  relatives  in  coc 
natural  love  and  affection ^  which  is  now  recognised  i 
states. 

The  case  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  land  wh 
voluntarily  conveyed  by  one  Sherwood  to  his  son,  un< 
defendant  claimed.  The  plaintiif  claimed  by  virtue  o 
an  execution  in  his  favor,  against  the  grantor,  Th 
was  made  without  fraudulent  intent^  and  left  the  gf 
session  of  ample  means  to  pay  all  pre-existing  debts, 

Swirr,  C,  iL,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  £ 
ulent  and  voluntary  conveyances  are  void  as  to  cred 
the  case  of  a  voluntary  conveyance,  a  distinction  is  i 
the  children  of  the  grantor  and  strangers*  Mere  indebi 
time  will  not  in  all  cases,  render  a  voluntary  con 
aj  to  creditors,  where  it  is  a  provision  for  a  child  in 
of  love  and  affection ;  for  if  all  gifts  by  woy  of  settle 
dren,  by  men  in  nfHucnt  and  prosperous  circumstance 
rendered  void  upon  a  reverse  of  fortune,  it  would  in  vol 
the  ruin  of  their  parents,  and  in  tnany  cases  might  pro< 
evil  than  that  intended  to  be  remedied*  Nor  will  all 
ances  be  valid,  for  then  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  p 
vide  for  their  children  at  the  expense  of  their  credito 
necessary  that  an  actual  or  express  intent  to  defraud  cn 
be  proved ;  for  this  would  be  impracticable  in  many  in? 
the  conveyance  ought  not  to  be  established,  *  *  *  M 
no  actual  fraudulent  intent,  and  a  voluntary  convey  an 
a  child,  in  consideration  of  love  and  affection,  if  the 
prosperous  circumstances,  uneniban^ussed,  and  not  co: 
debted,  and  the  gift  is  a  reasonable  provision  for  the  cl- 
to  his  state  and  condition  in  life,  comprehending  but  a 
of  his  estate,  leaving  ample  funds  unincumbered  for 
of  the  grantor  s  debts;  then  such  conveyance  will  be 
creditors  existing  at  the  time.    But  though  there  be 
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eot,  yet  if  the  grantor  was  considerably  indebted  and  embarriiBsed 
the  time,  and  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy;  or  if  tbo  value  of  the 
:  be  unreasonable,  considering  the  condition  in  life  of  the  gran- 
,  diiproportioDed  to  his  property,  and  leaving  a  scanty  provision 
the  payment  of  hia  debts;  then  such  conveyance  will  be  void  as 
:reditor8, 

fhe  latter  branch  of  the  rule  was  acted  upon  in  Connecticut  in 
^eman  v.  Burnkam^  36  Conn.  469. 

States  in  which  the  Doctrinb  of  Salmon  v,  Behkett  has 
m  ADOPTED* — The  rule  laid  down  in  Salmon  v.  Bennett^  m  to 
untary  conveyances  to  children,  has  been  adopted  in  Arkansas, 
orgia,  Illinois^  Knnsas^  Maryland,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  New 
mpHhire,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Vermont,  and 
courts  of  the  United  States;  and  in  Maine  and  Miissacbusetts 
&  supported  by  dicta^  It  bas  generally  been  extended  so  as  to 
brace  conveyances  to  wives  :  Claijton  v.  Dempsei/^  17  Ga,  217; 
rerf  V.  Dai  k,  25  Id.  684  ;  Cht/ton  v.  Bro^n,  30  Id.  490  ;  Koster 
ffi7/er»4  Bradw^  21 ;  Sweme^  v.  Damron^  47  IlL  450  ;  Goodman 
Windand,  18  Rep.  (Md.)  622;  Kipp  v,  JIanna,  2  Bland  Ch. 
;  V.  TUquter,  14  Minn.  391 ;  Wahh  v.  Ketehum,  12 

App.  580:  Patten  v.  CaMy,  57  Mo.  118;  Potter  v.  MeDow- 
31  Id.  65;  AmmonB  Appeal,  63  Penn.  Sl  284;  Carl  y. 
iiVA,  8  Pbila.  569  ;  PerJnm  v.  Perkins,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  537 ;  Yost 
Hudihurg,  66  Tenn.  627 ;  Morrison  v.  Clark,  55  Tex.  437  ; 
It  V.  Eafjuff,  27  Id.  471;  Smith  v.  Vogdei,  92  U.  S,  183; 
>jfd  V.  Fultofh  91  Id.  479 ;  French  v.  Holmes,  67  Me,  186;  Wm- 
ster  V.  Ch^rter^  12  Alk^n  (Mass.)  606  ;  as  well  as  those  to  cbil- 
n:  Dodd  V.  McCraw,  8  Ark,  83;  Smith  v.  Yell  8  Id.  470; 
lifton  V,  Dempsep^  17  Ga.  217 ;  Patterson  v.  MeKinneif^  97  IlL 
;  WoTtMngton  v.  Bullitt,  6  Md.  172;  Worthinglon  v,  SJnple^, 
Sill  449  ;  Smith  v.  Lon^ell,  6  N.  H,  67 ;  Brice  v,  M^/ers,  5 
io  121 ;  Crumba  ugh  v.  Ku^kr^  2  Ohio  St<  373  ;  Grotenhemper 
EarrtB,  25  Id.  510;  3IUkrv,  Wilson,  15  Ohio  108;  Postm  v. 
sten,  4  Wharton  (Pa.)  27;  Chambers  v*  Spencer,  5  Watts  404; 
Ueer  v.  Hissim,  3  P  &  W.  160  ;  Bnrket/  v.  Self,  4  Sneed  (Tenn.) 
L;  Hinder  Lessee  v.  Longworth^  11  Wheat.  199;  Brackett 
nu,  4  Vt.  384 ;  a.  a  6  Vt.41 1 ;  C^urcA  v.  (7Aa;?m,  35  Id.  223; 
row  V,  Wilmarth,  9  Allen  386 ;  Laughton  v-  Marden,  68  Me* 
S ;  Stevens  v.  Robinson^  72  Id.  381 ;  and  the  same  principles 
re  been  applied  in  caaea  involving  conveyances  in  consideration 
roL.  xxxm.^63 


498    VALIDITY  OF  BONA  FIDE  VOLUNTARY  COKVEYA: 


of  natural  love  and  affection  to  grundehildren :  Bird  i 
1  Mo.  702;  WmianiB     Banks^  11  Md.  198.  In  New  I 
the  exception  seems  to  be  extended  to  conveyancee  to 
Ahbott  V,  Tenney^  18  N.  IL  109;  sona-in-law:  Smith  v. 
Id.  459 ;  and  other  near  relatives :  Fomeroy  v.  Bailey^  4 

In  a  few  of  the  cases  m  which  conireyances  to  near 
leaving  the  grantor  solvent,  have  been  nphekl  against  | 
itors,  the  courts  have  laid  down  the  rule  broadly  that  pri( 
edneds  is  only  presumptive  and  not  conclusive  proof  of  i 
that  fniud  ia  a  question  of  fact  and  not  of  law.  Stich  i 
guage  used  by  Mr,  Justice  Swayne,  in  Lloj/d  v,  Fulton, 
479,  and  Smith  v,  Vodget,  92  Id,  183,  but  such  languag* 
be  taken  literally.  An  analysis  and  comparison  of  the 
show  that  the  courts  raean  where  they  express  tbemselvi 
way,  that  mere  indebtedness,  regardless  of  the  debtor's  Gnt 
dition  and  the  value  of  the  property  conveyed,  is  not  i 
proof  of  fraud.  They  do  not  mean  that  a  voluntary  c( 
which  leaves  the  grantor  insolvent  will  ever  be  upheld* 
no  American  case  in  which  a  voluntary  conveyance,  whic 
grantor  unable  to  pay  pre-existing  debts,  has  been  hel 
against  prior  creditors.  And  under  the  rule  in  Salmon  v 
It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  grantor  to  retain  property,  tfc 
value  of  which  ia  barely  equal  to  the  amount  of  bis  ind 
In  one  case  where  the  debts  amounted  to  §6848,  and  tht 
reserved  was  worth  ?7250,  the  reserved  fund  was  held  in 
Black  V.  Sanders,  1  Jones  (N.  C*)  67.  In  another, 
was  held  insufficient  to  meet  debts  amounting  to  about 
Vrumbauph  v.  Kuglcr,  2  Ohio  St.  373.  Property  roust  b 
out  of  which  all  debts,  together  with  the  cost  of  collectic 
collected  by  process  of  law  :  Church  v,  Chapin^      Vt,  i 

Geneual  PBrNCiPLES, — The  underlying  principle  u 
those  cases  which  hold  alt  voluntary  conveyances  void  \ 
prior  creditors,  seem  to  proceed  is,  that  all  property  poss< 
debtor,  whether  owned  at  the  time  he  became  itidebtcd  o: 
subsequently,  is  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  his  del 
ht?ld  by  him  as  a  ^uam  trustee,  with  power  to  exchange  ii 
property,  or  sell  it,  or  carry  on  busirieas  with  it,  or  appi 
to  the  payment  of  any  particular  debt,  or  the  support  of 
and  himself,  but  having  no  right  to  diminish  it  by  givinj 
either  to  strangers  or  relations.    Upon  this  fund  every  < 
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isidered  to  have  a  quasi  lien  ;  a  right  to  have  as  much  of  it  as 
y  be  necessary  to  satisfy  his  claim  applied  to  its  payment  when 
>ecome8  due. 

Grranting  the  correctness  of  this  view  it  is  evident  that  a  volun- 
y  conveyance  by  a  debtor  is  an  attempt  to  deprive  his  creditors 
their  rights  and  is  a  fraud  against  them,  and  it  is  at  once  seen  to 
true  that  as  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  A  man  actually  indebted, 
iveying  voluntarily,  always  means  to  be  in  fraud  of  creditors." 
cording  to  this  view  conveyances  to  children  must  be  placed  upon 
equality  with  those  to  strangers. 

i-  man  may  be  tempted  to  steal,  by  a  desire  to  benefit  his  wife 
1  children,  but  if  he  yields  to  the  temptation,  the  desire  to  benefit 

family  will  not  make  his  act  honest.  '^I  have  always,"  says 
rd  Hardwicke,  ''a  great  compassion  for  wife  and  children, 
on  the  other  side,  it  is  possible,  if  creditors  should  not  have 
ar  debts,  their  wives  and  children  may  be  reduced  to  want." 
In  those  cases  in  which  the  view  taken  in  Meade  v.  Livingston 
I  been  dissented  from,  the  idea  seems  to  be  that  a  debtor  has  a 
ht  to  do  what  he  pleases  with  his  property,  so  long  as  his  object 
1  intent  are  not  fraudulent.  Where  this  view  is  adopted  the  only 
Qaining  question  is  as  to  when,  if  ever,  a  fraudulent  intent  should 

conclusively  presumed.  It  is  evident  that  if  debtors  have  a 
ht  to  give  away  their  property,  there  is  no  reason  why  a  fraudu- 
it  intent  should  be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  existence  of 
svious  indebtedness,  where  a  voluntary  conveyance  is  made  to  a 
ar  relative,  by  one  whose  circumstances  justify  him  in  making  it, 
i  who  retains  property  amply  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts.  Hencn 
the  latter  theory  be  the  correct  one  the  rule  in  Salmon  v.  Bennett 
unassailable. 


One  tenant  in  common  is  not  entitled  to  recover  from  his  co-tenant  contribution 
respect  of  repairs  done  to  the  conunon  property,  altliough  such  repairs  may  haro 
•n  reasonable  and  necessary.  The  proper  remedy  is  by  a  partition  suit,  in  which 
\  court  wiU  take  into  account  all  proper  expenditure  upon  the  property. 


Benjamin  F.  Bex. 


St.  Loiiis. 
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TJic  defendant  was  assignee  of  ft  lease  granted  by  iJie  plaimiiT 
undivided  three- fuurtlis  of  ccrtaiR  premises  lo  wliich  the  plaiuiif] 
tetifinc  in  comtnun  with  anotfaer*  During  the  kaio  tfae  defendAnt  | 
fourth  mterc^  of  th&  pl&intiff^s  eo-tenftnt.  On  Ihe  expimdoa  of 
fendftnt  continued  in  the  Of^cup&tion  of  the  above  tliree- fourths  as  tei 
to  the  plaiutitf,  Htldf  ihni  notwiihsiandjRg  the  leoaucy  m  coma 
was  edtitled  to  rwo»i?r  io  reapect  ihe  use  and  occupation  by  tbc 
undivided  three- fowrthi. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  Poi 

In  I860,  Mrs.  Eyles  (th?ii  Mrs*  Worger)  waa  en  til 
divided  three- fourths  of  &  house  in  Market-lane,  Dov 
in  common  with  another;  and  on  the  4th  of  January 
Mra.  Worger,  by  lease,  let  to  one  Prebble,  for  twenty- 
interest  at  the  rent  of  33/.  Ibg.  per  annum.  This  1< 
a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  to  execute  int 
and,  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Worger,  to  execute  external 

In  1865  the  lease  was  assigned  by  Prebble  to  the  d 
entered  and  paid  rent.  In  1871,  the  defendant  pnrcl 
fourth  interest  of  the  other  tenant  in  common. 

On  the  6th  of  January  1881,  the  lease  expired,  an 
ant  continued  in  possession.  A  correspondence  the 
with  a  view  to  continue  the  tenancy,  but  the  plaintiff 
of  Mte.  Eyics,  asking  for  an  advanced  rent,  which 
was  unwilling  to  pay,  no  further  agreement  was  effecl 
sent  action  was  then  brought  by  the  plaintiifa  to  recc 
defendant  the  sum  of  241  9*.  for  the  use  and  occt 
defendant  of  three-fourths  of  the  premises  in  Market 
davH,  Qt  the  rate  of  33Z.  15«,  per  annum,  and  also  tl 
rent  of  a  piece  of  land  and  buildings  at  the  rear  of  il 

The  defendant  set  up  a  counter-claim  in  respect  of  i 
which  he  alleged  he  had  expended  in  substantial  and 
repairs  and  improvements  upon  the  premises. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Pollock,  B„  who,  upo^ 
si  deration  J  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  > 
6rf.,  and  also  upon  the  counter-claim. 

The  defendant  appealed, 

Finlat/,  Q,  C,  and  G  A.  Busiell  for  the  appellan 

Grantham,  Q.  C.,  and  Gore,  for  the  respondents. 

Brett,  B. — In  this  case  the  plaintiffs*  cestui  q% 
Eyies,  and  defendant  were  tenaata  in  common  of  a 
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eudant  has  dom  certain  repaim  which  may  be  taken  to  have 
n  reasoQable  and  neccasary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  house, 
ereupon  he  has  paid  the  cost  of  the  repairs,  and  has  set  up  m 
inter  claim  aguinst  the  plaintiffs,  the  trustees  of  the  co-owner,  to 
over  her  share,  proportionals  to  her  interest,  of  the  money  so 
1  That  is  the  eubatiince  of  the  counter-claim.  Therefore  this 
k  case  in  which  one  person  has  expended  money,  and  thereupon 
}  another  person  to  recover  that  money*  The  question  is  wh&- 
r  th&  circumstances  of  the  case  will  bring  the  case  within  any 
>gnised  principle  of  law  which  will  entitle  the  defendant  to  re- 
er  against  the  plaintiffs.  1%  h  not  pretended  that  there  ys2M  any 
ress  request  by  Mrs.  Eyles  to  the  defendant  to  do  the  repairs  or 
rxpend  any  money  on  her  behalf.  What  are  the  legal  conditions 
eh  entitle  a  person,  who  has  paid  or  expended  money,  to  recover 
t  money  from  another  ?  If  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  has  ex- 
ded  money  at  the  express  request  of  the  defendant,  there  can 
DO  doubt.  If  the  plaintiff  has  been  appointed  agent  for  the 
mdant  in  such  a  class  of  business  as  requires  an  expenditure  of 
money  in  order  to  carry  on  the  businesi,  there  is  no  doubt  as  to 
t.  The  law  has  gone  further,  and  has  said  that,  although  there 
f  be  no  request  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  point  of 
nor  any  act  appointing  him  his  agent,  yet  if  the  defendant 
aeats  the  plaintiff  to  do  that  which  will  impose  upon  the  plain- 
a  liability,  according  to  law,  to  pay  money,  then  the  law  will 
dj  from  that  request  a  promise  that,  if  the  plaintiff  has  laid 
iself  under  the  obligation  to  pay  the  money,  and  has  paid  it,  the 
sndant  will  repay  the  money*  The  law  has  lately  been  extended 
I  further,  and  it  has  been  decided  that  if  you  request  a  person 
>ay  money  in  such  circumstances  that,  though  the  law  will  not 
ipel  him  to  pay,  yet  that  if  he  does  not  there  will  be  an  injury 
mm  in  his  busine^  or  social  position,  even  although  that  buBiness 
lot  recognised  in  law,  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to  repay, 
it  was  an  extreme  case,  in  my  opinion,  but  it  was  so  decided, 
s  equally  clear,  however,  that  the  law  has  always  been  that,  far 
Dere  voluntary  payment,  a  person  cannot  compel  repayment 
n  any  one  else,  and  if  the  payment  was  merely  voluntary  you 
not  make  another  person  repay  you,  on  the  ground  that  your 
ney  was  expended  for  his  benefit,  and  that  be  has  reaped  the 
lefit  of  it.  If  one  person  pays  money  voluntarily  for  another  in 
h  circumtsEaDces  that  the  other  is  at  liberty  to  accept  or  rcgect 
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the  advantage  and  he  accepts  it,  then,  although  the  payment  was 
volantary,  he  adopts  and  ratifies  what  was  done  for  him  and  becomes 
liable.  But  if  the  money  is  voluntarily  e^tpended  in  such  circum- 
stances that  the  other  is  obliged  to  reap  the  advantage  of  it,  then 
his  accepting  what  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  refuse  is  no  evidence  of 
adoption  or  ratification,  and  therefore  the  other  must  sufi'er  for  his 
generosity. 

The  question  is  under  which  head  this  case  comes.  There  is  a 
house  in  which  these  persons  have  interests,  which,  although  inde- 
pendent, are  in  fact  combined.  The  defendant  expended  money  on 
the  property  for  the  purpose  of  putting  it  into  repair.  That,  in 
the  first  instance,  was  most  certainly  a  voluntary  payment.  He  was 
not  requested,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  relation  of  the  par- 
ties to  give  him  an  authority  from  the  other  to  expend  the  money. 
They  were  not  partners :  there  was  nothing  in  their  relation  which 
made  one  the  agent  of  the  other.  It  was  a  voluntary  payment  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  partly  for  his  own  interest,  and  partly 
for  the  advantage  of  his  co-owner.  But  then  it  was  an  advantage 
which  the  other  could  not  reject.  Therefore  the  money  was  volun- 
tarily expended  by  the  defendant.  It  was  an  expenditure  of  which 
the  plaintiff  would  get  the  advantage,  but  without  the  liberty  to 
accept  or  refuse  that  advantage.  Therefore  the  case  is  within  the 
principle  I  have  mentioned,  and  the  money  is  not  recoverable.  At 
the  common  law  it  cannot  be  recovered  as  money  paid.  That  is  a 
legal  remedy,  and  if  it  could  be  recovered  in  that  way,  a  court  of 
equity  would  never  have  interfered.  But  there  is  in  this  matter  a 
remedy  which  is  entertained  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  When 
parties  are  joined  together  as  co-owners,  and  they  have  come  to  a. 
final  disagreement,  the  Court  of  Chancery  divorces  them  in  a  suit 
for  partition,  and  then  does  justice  between  them.  In  such  a  suit, 
this  expenditure  would  be  taken  into  account  and  regulated  between 
the  parties.  An  old  writ  was  cited  which  looked  like  a  common- 
law  writ.  As  far  as  I  understand  it,  it  would  be  a  mandatory  writ. 
I  think  the  proper  way  to  deal  with  it  is  to  say  that  it  is  obsolete, 
because,  as  a  common  writ,  it  was  unworkable,  and  therefore  the 
matter  went  to  chancery,  there  being  no  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
They  took  possession  of  such  matters  only  by  writ  of  partition,  and 
that  is  the  only  known  remedy  in  such  a  case.  The  strongest  evi- 
dence that  that  is  so  is  that,  having  had  the  assistance  of  my  learned 
brothers  and  of  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  no  case  has  been  found. 
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)T  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  where  one  co-owner  has  been 
e  to  pay,  as  this  defendant  requires  the  plaintiff  to  pay,  except 
ise  of.  a  partition  suit ;  and  yet  this  very  dispute  must  have 

raised  over  and  over  again,  and  probably  is  the  reason  why  the 
t  entertains  partition  suits.  If  any  further  reason  can  be  re- 
ed, it  is  that,  if  we  upheld  such  an  action,  it  would  enable  a 

owner  to  put  upon  his  co-owner  expenses  which  he  might  be, 
easons  good  or  bad,  unwilling  to  incur.  I  am,  therefore,  clearly 
pinion,  that  this  counter-claim  cannot  be  maintained,  and  that 
appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

OTTON,  L.  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  action  was  to 
ver  rent,  and  there  was  a  counter-claim  by  the  defendant  for 
lin  sums  of  money  expended  on  the  repair  of  the  house.  As 
rds  the  rent,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  right.  Tbe 
ndant  says  that  in  ordinary  circumstances  one  tenant  in  com- 

cannot  recover  rent  from  the  other  tenant  in  common  in  poa- 
ion.  Both  may  enjoy  the  property,  and  the  one  in  possession, 
!8s  the  other  is  ousted,  is  not  liable  for  rent.  But  here  the  de- 
iant  was  not  originally  tenant  in  common,  but  he  was  in  posaeis- 

under  a  lease.  After  the  expiration  of  the  lease  he  continued 
ossession,  and  before  the  lease  terminated  there  had  been  a  cor- 
ondence  about  rent  and  a  question  as  to  what  amount  was  to  be 
.  In  those  circumstances,  when  the  defendant  held  con  tin  u- 
Y  under  the  lease,  he  must  be  considered  as  holding  exclusive 
ession,  and,  therefore,  he  was  in  my  opinion,  properly  held 
le  to  the  plaintiffs  for  rent. 

hen,  as  to  the  repairs,  the  question  arises  upon  demurrer  to  the 
jment  of  defence.  We  cannot  tell  what  the  repairs  were;  but 
stated  that  the  house  was  in  a  bad  state  of  repair,  and  that  the 
ndant  expended  money  in  substantial  and  other  proper  repHtrs 
improvements  upon  the  premises.  I  think  we  must  take  it  that 
s  of  money  were  expended  in  necessary  repairs  for  the  purpose 
eeping  the  house  in  tenantable  condition.  As  to  the  improve- 
ts,  it  was  suggested  that  they  should  be  allowed  ;  but  we  need 
jiscuss  that,  because  no  tenant  in  common  is  entitled  to  improve 
non  property  and  then  say  that  his  co-tenant  is  to  pay  him  the 
of  improvements  done  without  his  request, 
s  to  the  repairs,  no  doubt  where  there  are  two  persons  under  a 
non  obligation,  and  one  discharges  it,  the  other,  on  whose  be- 
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half  the  money  has  been  expended,  is  liable  to  him.  But  one  of 
two  tenants  in  common  does  not  stand  in  that  position  to  the  other, 
even  as  regards  necessary  repairs.  There  being  no  suggested  re- 
quest, express  or  implied,  I  can  see  in  principle  no  ground  for  say- 
ing that  any  common-law  action  will  lie,  nor  that  equity  will  allow 
any  claim,  except  in  the  case  I  have  mentioned,  by  one  tenant  in 
common  against  another  for  repairs. 

It  was  suggested  that  in  Fitzherbert's  Natura  Brevium  there  is 
a  common-law  writ  of  contribution  as  between  tenants  in  common. 
On  looking  at  it,  however,  I  find  that  it  assumes  an  obligation  on 
tenants  in  commoA  to  do  repairs,  for  at  page  162  it  says,  '*  To  the 
King  and  the  sheriff  *  *  *  if  A.  shall  make  you  secure  *  *  * 
then  summon  *  *  *  B.  and  C,  that  they  be  at  W.  to  show  where- 
fore, whereas  they,  the  said  A.,  B.  and  C,  jointly  hold  a  certain 
mill  undivided  in  N.,  and  are  bound  to  the  reparation  and  support 
of  the  same  mill,  and  the  said  B.  and  C.  *  *  *  refuse  to  contribute 
to  the  reparation  and  support  of  the  said  mill,  to  the  great  damage 
of  the  said  A.,  as  he  saith." 

That,  probably,  may  be  a  writ  referring  to  a  case  where  there 
was  an  obligation  by  tenure,  or  otherwise,  to  repair  a  mill,  and  one 
of  the  persons  under  such  common  obligation  refused  to  fulfil  it. 
But  that  does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present.  No  doubt  in 
Coke  on  Littleton  (200b)  we  find  he  refers  to  the  writ  in  this  way : — 
"If  two  tenants  in  common,  or  joint  tenants,  be  of  a  house  or  mill, 
and  it  fall  in. decay,  and  the  one  is  willing  to  repair  the  sanie  and 
the  other  will  not,  he  that  is  willing  shall  have  a  writ  de  repara- 
tione  facienda^  and  the  writ  saith,  ad  reparationem  et  sv^tenta- 
tionem  ejusdem  domus  teneatur^  whereby  it  appeareth  that  owners 
are  in  that  case  bound  pro  bono  publico  to  maintain  houses  and 
mills  which  are  for  habitation  and  use  of  men."  I  cannot  but  think 
that  he  has  mistaken  the  writ  in  Fitzherbert.  If  the  sole  owner 
of  a  house  is  not  under  any  obligation  to  repair,  I  cannot  see  how 
joint  owners  are.  In  my  opinion  there  arises  no  diflSculty  from  the 
writ  mentioned  in  Fitzherbert.  It.  is  not  the  case,  however,  that 
there  is  no  remedy  at  all.  There  is  no  remedy  so  long  as  two  ten- 
ants in  common  are  willing  to  enjoy  the  property  in  its  existing 
state.  Unless  there  is  an  express  or  implied  request  the  one  cannot 
recover  against  the  other.  But  there  is  a  remedy  in  a  partition  suit.  In 
the  decrees  in  such  suits  it  is  common  to  have  an  inquiry  whether 
cue  tenant  has  expended  money  in  the  repair  or  improvement  of 
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ropertj.  So  long  as  both  parties  are  agreed  to  enjoy  the  pro- 
as tenants  in  common  there  can  be  no  common-law  action, 
therefore,  no  action  in  equity  in  order  to  make  one  contribute, 
rhere  one  tenant  in  common  desires  to  put  an  end  to  that  state 
logs,  and  asks  the  other  for  a  partition  or  sale  of  the  property, 
the  property  is  to  be  held  in  a  different  way ;  the  money  de- 
from  the  sale  is  directly  increased  by  the  expenditure  incurred 
e  benefit  or  improvement  of  the  property,  or,  if  there  is  & 
)n  of  the  property  in  specie^  the  property  to  be  divided  is 
ised.  Therefore,  if  the  property  is  to  be  divided  and  enjoyed 
ifferent  way,  the  one  who  has  not  contributed  at  all,  and  was 
lound  to  contribute,  cannot  take  the  property  increased  in 
or  the  increase  in  the  amount  in  money,  without  making  an 
ince  to  his  co-tenant.  It  may  be  that  it  is  considered  that 
bas  been  done  is  adopted  by  taking  the  improved  value  or  the 
ved  state  of  the  property  in  severalty.  But  it  is  confined  to 
ition  suit.  There  is,  therefore,  a  remedy  which  is  available 
tenants  in  common  cannot  agree,  and  it  is  a  sufficient  and 
ily  remedy. 

rDLET,  L.  J.,  delivered  a  concurring  opinion. 


this  conntrj  also  it  is  weU  settled 
common  law  one  tenant  in  com- 
□not  recorer  of  a  co-tenant  any 
the  amount  expended  in  making 

howcTer  reasonable  and  neces- 
erelj  from  his  relation  as  co-ten- 
l  without  any  express  or  implied 

or  promise  :  Converse  r,  Ferre^ 
I  326,  Parkkb,  C.  J.  ;  Calvert  v. 
f  99  Id.  74,  in  which  a  very  satis- 
)pinion  is  given  by  Fosteb,  J. 
it  would  seem  that  no  action  at 
bjone  tenant  in  common  against 
for  damages  sustained  by  the  de- 
's  neglect  to  repair ;  certainly  not 

a  previous  request  to  repair, 
ing  no  exclusive  obligation  on  the 
at  to  make  the  repairs  :  Doane  r. 

12  Mass.  65;  Mumford  v.  Brawn, 
475. 

s  be  so  as  to  tenants  in  common, 
speaking,  it  seems  still  more  ob- 
iiere  two  persons  own  in  severalty 
XXXin.— C4 


two  distinct  parts  of  a  house ;  as  when 
A.  owns  the  lower  portion,  and  B.  the 
upper  part,  including  the  roof.  In  such 
case  if  A.  refuses  to  join  with  B.  in  re* 
pairing  the  roof,  and  B.  repairs  it  at  hit 
own  expense,  he  cannot  recover  any  part 
of  such  necessary  expenditure  from  A, : 
Loring  Y.  Bacon,  4  Mass.  574.  And  see 
Cheeseborougk  v.  Green,  10  Conn.  318. 

But  the  doctrine  of  contribution  in 
equity  is  more  ample  than  at  law,  and  t& 
founded  on  the  principle  that  when  par- 
ties stand  in  <Bquali  jure,  equality  of 
burthen  becomes  equity.  And  so 
if  repairs  be  made  and  paid  for  by  one 
of  the  tenants  for  the  common  benefit  of 
the  others,  in  equity,  they  would  be  held 
to  contribute  ratably  for  such  useful  ex- 
penses. And  not  only  would  they  be 
personaUy  liable  to  contribution,  but  their 
estates  also  would  be  subject  to  a  lien, 
whether  the  tenants  agreed  to  repair  or 
not,  if  by  the  repairs  a  common  benelit 
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has  been  conferred  on  the  owners,  so 
that  ex  oequo  et  bono  they  ought  to  pay  for 
snch  a  benefit:  1  £q.  Cas.  Ab.  291 ; 
Jeremy  Eq.  Jar.  86  ;  Perof  r,  MiUan- 
don  J  18  Martin  616 ;  S  Story  Eq.  Jar. 
}  1236 ;  Coffin  r.  Heath,  6  Met,  80, 

WiLDB,  J. 

2.  The  other  point  inToWed  in  the  prin- 
cipal case  is  eqnally  clear,  that  one  tenont 
in  common  cannot  ordinarily  recover  at 
law  for  the  rent,  or  for  the  nse  and  occu- 
pation of  the  whole  premises  by  the  other 
co-tenant,  in  the  absence  of  any  agree- 
ment, express  or  implied,  that  he  wonld 
pay  for  sach  exclusive  nse ;  and  on  the 
familiar  principle  that  each  tenant  in 
common  owns  the  estate  pernd  et  per 
tout ;  and  if  one  co-tenant  does  not  see 
fit  to  come  in  and  occupy,  the  other  still 
has  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
estate  ;  and  in  such  cases  the  sole  occu- 
pation by  one  is  not  an  exclusion  of  the 
other :  Sargent  v.  fhrsonSy  12  Mass.  1 50  ; 
Wilbur  V.  Wilbur,  18  Met.  404.  See 
also  Norris  T.  Gould,  15  W.  N.  C.  187. 


And  this  mle  holds  not  only  between 
the  tenants  in  common  themselves,  but  as 
to  others  holding  under  them.  There- 
fore if  one  tenant  in  common  leases  **  his 
interest"  to  a  third  person,  and  the  lat- 
ter enters  under  his  leose,  and  occupies 
the  whole  premises,  but  does  nothing  to 
exclude  the  other  co-tenant,  and  does  not 
attorn  to  him  in  any  way,  and  the  latter 
makes  no  daim  to  be  admitted  into  pos- 
session, he  cannot  recover  anything  of 
the  defendant  for  use  and  occupation  of 
the  whole:  Badger  v.  Holmes^  8  Gray  1 18. 

But  this  does  not  militate  with  the  de- 
cision in  the  principal  case ;  since  from 
the  peculiar  facts  it  was  apparent  the 
defendant  was  holding  as  tenant  under 
his  lease,  and  not  in  his  subsequent  capa- 
city as  tenant  in  common  ;  whereas  if  he 
had  lawfully  surrendered  his  lease,  and 
claimed  to  keep  possession  as  tenant  in 
common,  probably  a  different  result 
wonld  have  been  reached. 

Edmuivd  H.  Bsnhbtt. 

Boston. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota. 
FISHBACK  IT  AL.  V.  VAN  DUSEN  it  al. 

When  payment  of  the  purchase-money  and  the  delivery  of  the  goods  are  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  agreed  to  be  simultaneous,  and  the  payment  is  omitted  or 
refused  by  the  purchaser  upon  getting  possession  of  the  goods,  the  vendor  may 
reclaim  them,  the  delivery  being  merely  conditional.  To  constitute  a  conditional 
delivery,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  vendor  should  declare  the  conditions  in  ex- 
press terras  at  the  time  of  delivery.  It  is  sufiicient  if  it  can  be  inferred  from 
the  acts  of  the  parties  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  that  it  was  intended  to 
he  conditional. 

A  delivery  on  a  sale  for  cash  is  not  necessarily  a  conditional  one,  for  the  vendor 
may  waive  the  conditions.  Whether  there  has  been  such  a  waiver  is  a  question 
of  fact,  via. :  Has  the  vendor  voluntarily  and  unconditionally  delivered  the  goods 
without  intending  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  condition  that  the  purchase-money 
must  be  paid  before  the  goods  pass  to  the  vendee. 

To  constitute  an  executed  contract  of  either  sale,  pledge  or  mortgage  of  goods, 
some  specific  property  must  be  apjtropriated  to  the  contract.  Until  this  is  done, 
the  contract  is  merely  executory,  and  no  property  passes  to  the  vendee,  pledgee  or 
mortgagee. 
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iefli6^,  where  a  party  delivers  or  deposits  grain  with  another,  with  an  ag^ment, 
ressed  or  implied,  that  the  latter  may  ose  and  dispose  of  it,  and  fulfil  his  obliga^ 

8  to  the  former  by  retaming  an  equal  amount  of  other  grain  of  the  same 
Kty,  the  transaction,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  changing  the  role,  oonstitntei 
hj  and  not  a  baUmeiU. 

A.PPEAL  from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court,  Olmsted  county. 

Llof/d  Barber,  0.  0.  Wilson  and  Thomas  Wihon,  for  appellants* 

A,  X.  Q-ovCj  for  appellee. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  bj 
Mitchell,  J.~-When  nothing  is  said  in  a  contract  for  the  sale 
goods  as  to  the  time  of  payment,  the  law  presumes  that  the  sale 
for  cash.  Upon  a  sale  for  cash,  payment  and  delivery  are  con- 
rrent  and  mutually  dependent  acts.  Neither  party  is  bound  to 
rform  without  contemporaneous  performance  by  the  other.  Where 
yment  of  the  purchase-money,  or  giving  security  for  its  payment 
d  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  are  expressly  or  impliedly  agreed 
be  simultaneous,  and  the  payment  or  security  is  omitted,  evaded, 
refused  by  the  purchaser,  upon  getting  possession  of  the  goods, 

9  seller  may  immediately  reclaim  them ;  the  title  in  such  case  not 
ssing  to  the  purchaser,  the  delivery  being  merely  conditional,  and 
e  purchaser  taking  simply  as  trustee  for  the  seller  until  the  con- 
tion  is  performed.  But  where  there  is  a  condition  made  at  the 
ntract  of  sale  favorable  to  the  vendor,  and  solely  for  his  benefit, 
I  may,  if  he  choose,  waive  it.  Hence  a  conditional  sale  may  he- 
me an  absolute  one  by  an  unconditional  delivery  of  the  goods  to 
e  purchaser.  By  an  unconditional  delivery  the  title  of  the  goods 
Lsses  to  the  vendee.  A  cash  sale  is  not  necessarily  a  conditional 
le.  It  is  as  competent  for  the  vendor  to  waive  the  condition  of 
Ljment  oncurrently  with  delivery,  as  any  other  condition  in  his 
vor:  Scudder  v.  Bradbury^  106  Mass.  422.  To  constitute  a 
mditional  delivery,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  vendor  should 
H^lare  the  conditions  in  express  terms  at  the  time  of  the  delivery, 
;  is  sufficient  if  the  intent  of  the  parties  that  the  delivery  is  con- 
itional  can  be  inferred  from  their  acts  and  the  circumstances  of 
le  case.  Hence,  after  a  conditional  sale  has  been  made,  and  a  de^ 
very  has  taken  place  upon  the  expectation  that  the  purchase- 
loneywill  be  shortly  paid,  or  the  contemplated  security  given, 
le  delivery  would  ordinarily  be  conditional  without  any  express 
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declaration  to  that  effect,  because  there  is  an  implied  understand- 
ing that  the  vendee  will  act  honestly,  and  that  he  takes  the  goods 
subject  to  the  contract  Therefore  a  sale  does  not,  ipso  facto, 
become  absolute  when  a  delivery  is  made,  unaccompanied  by  any 
express  declaration  that  it  is  conditional.  Any  such  rule  would 
be  unreasonable,  and  greatly  embarrass  sales.  2  Kent  297 ;  Leven 
V.  Smith,  1  Denio  671 ;  Smith  v.  Dennie,  6  Pick.  262. 

But  the  doctrine  is  uniform  and  well  established  that  if  the  ven- 
dor unqualifiedly  and  unconditionally  delivers  the  goods  to  the 
vendee  without  insisting  on  performance  of  conditions,  intending  to 
rely  solely  on  the  personal  responsibility  of  the  vendee,  the  title 
passes  to  the  latter,  and  the  vendor  cannot  afterwards  reclaim  the 
property,  even  if  the  condition  is  never  performed.  His  only  rem- 
edy is  upon  the  contract  for  the  purchase-money :  2  Kent  296 ; 
Benjamin  on  Sales,  §  820,  note  d  ;  Carleton  v.  Sumner ,  4  Pick.  516; 
Smith  V.  Dennie,  supra  ;  Dresser  Man,  Co.  v.  WatersUm,  8  Met. 
9 ;  Farlow  v.  Ellis,  15  Gray  229 :  Goodwin  v.  Boston  ^  L.  R. 
Co.,  Ill  Mass.  487 ;  Scudder  v.  Bradbury,  106  Id.  422 ;  Easkins 
V.  Warren,  115  Id.  514;  Freeman  v.  Nichols,  116  Id.  809; 
Bowen  v.  Burk,  18  Penn.  St.  146 ;  Mixer  v.  Cook,  81  Me.  840. 
The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  that  a  delivery,  apparently 
unrestricted  and  unconditional,  of  goods  sold  for  cash,  is  presumptive 
evidence  of  the  waiver  of  the  condition  that  payment  should  be 
made  on  delivery  in  order  to  vest  the  title  in  the  purchaser.  Scud- 
der V.  Bradbury,  106  Mass.  422;  Upton  v.  Sturhridge  Cotton 
Mills,  111  Id.  446;  Hammett  v.  Linneman,  48  N.  Y.  399; 
Smith  V.  Lynes,  1  Seld.  43 ;  Farlow  v.  Smith,  supra.  No  secret 
or  undisclosed  intent  of  the  seller  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  make  the 
delivery  conditional.  This  is  not  enough  to  make  the  purchaser  a 
trustee  of  the  vendor.  Upton  v.  Sturhridge  Cotton  Mills,  supra. 
Waiver  is  a  voluntary  relinquishment  of  some  right,  which,  but  for 
such  waiver,  the  party  would  have  enjoyed.  Hence  voluntary 
choice  is  of  the  essence  of  waiver,  and  not  mere  negligence,  though 
from  such  negligence,  unexplained,  such  intention  may  be  inferred. 
Hence  the  important  question,  in  determining  whether  there  has 
been  a  waiver  of  a  condition  of  sale,  is :  Has  the  vendor  manifested 
by  his  language  or  conduct,  an  intention  or  willingness  to  waive  the 
condition,  and  make  the  delivery  unconditional  and  the  sale  absolute 
without  having  received  payment  or  the  performance  of  the  conditions 
of  sale  7  This  must  depend  on  the  intent  of  the  parties  at  the  time, 
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e  ascertained  firom  their  condact  and  language,  and  not  from  the 
)  fact  of  delivery  alone.  Whether  there  has  been  a  waiver  is  a 
tion  of  fact.  It  maj  be  proved  by  various  species  of  evidence : 
leclarations,  by  acts,  or  by  forbearance  to  act.  But,  however 
ed,  the  question  is:  Has  the  vendor  voluntarily  and  uncon- 
nally  delivered  the  goods  without  intending  to  claim  the  benefit 
le  condition  ?  Fuller  v.  Bean,  34  N.  H.  290-808 ;  Smith  v. 
nie,  supra  ;  Farhw  v.  Ellis,  supra ;  Hammett  v.  Linnemariy 
a. 

L  the  case  at  bar,  the  court  has  found  that  the  sale  by  Van 
en  &  Go.  to  Cole  was  for  cash ;  but  he  also  finds  that  all  the 
it  delivered  to  Cole  was  so  delivered  to  him  absolutely,  without 
ting  upon  payment  at  the  time  of  delivery,  no  condition,  ex- 
Bed  or  implied,  being  annexed  to  the  delivery.  If  this  is  jus- 
1  by  the  evidence,  it  is,  under  the  rules  of  law  already  an- 
Lced,  conclusive  against  the  right  of  Van  Dusen  &;  Co.  to  reclaim 
^heat  because  of  non-payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
e  shall  not  attempt  to  state  the  evidence.  The  substance  of  it 
3ry  fairly  and  succinctly  stated  in  the  findings  of  fact  by  the 
court. 

be  contract  between  the  parties  not  having  been  in  writing,  and 
being  dead,  the  evidence  was,  necessarily,  mostly  circumstan- 
consisting  largely  of  facts  showing  the  course  of  dealing  be> 
n  the  parties  in  reference  to  this  and  numerous  other  prior  and 
lar  transactions.  Payment  had  never  been  insisted  upon  at  the 
of  delivery.  The  delivery  of  grain  in  this,  as  well  as  former 
3,  was  apparently  unrestricted  and  unconditional :  at  least,  it 
never  accompanied  by  any  express  declaration  that  it  was  con- 
nal.  According  to  the  usual  course  of  dealing  between  the 
ies,  it  appears  that  while  Van  Dusen  &  Go  were  accustomed  to 
Cole  their  bills  from  time  to  time,  as  one  or  more  car-loads 
f  delivered,  yet  immediate  pHyment  was  never  insisted  upon — 
paying  in  whole  or  in  part,  from  time  to  time,  as  was  conve* 
t ;  sometimes  within  a  day  or  two,  sometimes  not  for  weeks  or 
months  after  the  delivery  of  the  grain. 

he  evidence  shows  that  Cole  bought  wheat  exclusively  to  be 
nd  in  his  mill.  It  also  tends  to  show  that  he  never  kept  it 
rate  from  other  wheat  until  paid  for,  and  that  he  was  accustomed 
le  it  by  grinding  it  up  at  any  time  after  delivery  without  refer- 
to  whether  he  had  paid  for  it  or  not.    From  the  situation  of  the 
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parties  it  is  almost  impossible  that  Van  Dusen  &  Co.  were  not  fully 
aware  of  this  mode  of  dealing  with  the  wheat  by  Cole.  In  fact 
the  evidence  tends  strongly  to  prove  that  they  perfectly  understood 
it.  Cole's  standing  was  good,  and  it  appears  that  Van  Dusen  &  Co.  had 
entire  confidence  in  his  personal  responsibility.  Such  a  state  of  facts 
amply  sustains  the  finding  of  the  court  to  the  effect  that  the  delivery 
of  the  grain  to  Cole  was  absolute  and  unconditional,  and  was  intended 
to  be  such,  and  that  Van  Dusen  &  Co.  had  no  expectation  of  as- 
serting the  condition  of  payment  before  the  title  should  pass,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  relied  solely  upon  the  vendee's  personal  responsi- 
bility. Van  Dusen  &;  Co.  also  contend  earnestly  that  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  whole  12,000  bushels  was  an  entirety,  and  the 
payment  also  to  be  an  entirety  upon  the  delivery  of  the  whole,  and 
therefore  that  the  delivery  was  not  complete  when  Cole  died,  and 
hence  there  could  have  been  no  waiver  of  conditions  as  to  the  part  de- 
livered. This  theory  of  the  transaction  is  entirely  at  variance  with 
the  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties,  both  in  reference  to  this 
and  prior  sales.  While  it  is  true  that  the  bargain  for  the  purchase 
of  the  12,000  bushels  was  a  single  contract,  yet  it  was  evidently 
the  understanding  of  the  parties  that  it  was  to  be  delivered  in  in- 
stalments of  one  or  more  car-loads,  the  purchase-money  for  which 
was  payable  at  any  time  on  demand  after  delivery,  without  refer- 
ence to  whether  the  whole  amount  contracted  for  had  or  had  not 
been  delivered.  It  was  precisely  on  this  theory  that  Van  Dusen  &; 
Co.  acted  in  reference  to  this  very  transaction,  for  if  their  present 
theory  be  correct  there  was  nothing  due  until  the  whole  12,000 
bushels  was  delivered.  The  grain  being  thus  deliverable,  and  to 
be  paid  for  in  instalments,  the  delivery  of  each  instalment  was  just 
as  complete  as  if  no  more  remained  to  be  delivered.  The  evidence 
fully  warranted  the  court  in  finding  that  the  wheat  was  to  be  deliv- 
ered and  paid  for  in  car-load  lots,  as  it  should  arrive  from  the 
several  warehouses  of  the  vendors.  And  this  finding  is  fairly 
within  the  issues  made  by  the  pleadings. 

This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  claims  of  the  defend- 
ant banks.  The  facts  as  found  by  the  court  are  as  follows ;  Cole 
was  a  miller  operating  a  flouring-mill,  and  engaged  in  purchasing 
wheat  and  manufacturing  it  into  flour,  and  shipping  and  selling  the 
same.  He  was  not  a  general  warehouseman,  and  had  no  ware- 
house except  an  elevator,  which  was  a  part  of  his  mill.  His  prin- 
cipal and  exclusive  business  was  that  of  miller,  although,  as  an 
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lent  to  that  business,  he  was  accustomed  to  receive  into  his  mill 
I  farmers,  for  storage,  wheat,  until  such  time  as  they  desired  to 
it,  issuing  to  them  therefor  the  usual  storage  or  warehouse 
3ts.  In  1880  twenty-five  persons  so  stored  wheat  with  him ; 
881,  twenty-one;  in  1882,  four;  in  1883,  two.    He  never 

delivered,  or  shipped  wheat  out  of  his  mill,  or  redelivered  any 
it  left  with  him  for  storage,  but  all  wheat  thus  received  into  his 

he  ground  up,  using  it  as  a  part  of  his  current  stock  in  his 
less  of  milling.  In  April  1882,  he  borrowed  J6000  from  the 
\,  National  Bank  of  Winona,  for  which  he  gave  his  note,  and  at 
tame  time  executed  and  delivered  to  the  bank  the  following  in- 
nent :  Received  in  store,  for  account  of  First  National  Bank 
rinona,  5000  bushels  of  No.  2  wheat,  deliverable  to  them  or 

order  on  return  of  this  receipt :  provided,  always,  that  if  a 
kin  note,  bearing  even  date,  and  due  July  9,  1882,  for  96000, 

have  been  paid,  this  receipt  is  null  and  void,  otherwise  in  full 
I."  In  May  1882,  he  had  a  precisely  similar  transaction  with 
Second  National  Bank,  except  that  the  loan  was  $3000,  and  the 
ument  in  the  form  of  a  receipt  which  he  gave,  did  not  contain 
proviso  contained  in  the  other.  Neither  loan  was  ever  paid, 
le  instruments  were,  and  by  all  parties  were  intended  to  be 
teral  security  for  the  repayment  of  these  loans,  and  for  no  other 
ose.  Otherwise  than  as  above  stated,  Cole  never  sold  any  wheat 
ese  banks,  nor  did  the  banks  ever  store  any  wheat  with  him,  or 
deliver  any  wheat  to  him,  and  never  had  any  wheat  in  his  pos- 
Qn.  Between  August  2  and  8,  1882,  the  mill  was  entirely 
led  out  of  wheat,  so  that  on  the  8th  of  August  there  was  no 
it  of  any  kind  in  the  mill  that  had  been  placed  there  prior  to 
at  date,  the  whole  having  been  ground  into  flour  in  the  usual 
se  of  operating  the  mill. 

lie  court  does  not  find,  and  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to 
e,  that  there  was  any  wheat  in  the  mill  at  the  date  of  either 
lese  transactions  with  the  banks.  The  wheat  found  in  the  mill 
ole*s  death,  which  is  the  wheat  here  in  controversy,  was  pur- 
ed  by  him  from  defendants.  Van  Dusen  &  Co.,  and  others,  sub- 
ent  to  August  8th  1883.  It  seems  to  us  that  to  state  these 
is  to  prove  that  the  banks  cannot  maintain  their  claim  to  this 
it.  The  act  of  1876,  commonly  known  as  the  "  Warehouse 
"  (Gen.  Laws  1876,  c.  86,  or  Gen.  St.  1878,  p.  1012),  has  no 
ication  to  such  transactions.    The  banks  never  actually  deliv- 
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ered  any  wheat  to  Cole  for  storage.  They  nerer  bought  any  wheat 
of  him,  and  he  never  sold  them  any.  All  that  can  be  possibly 
claimed  is  that  he  executed  these  receipts  for  the  purpose  of  pledg- 
ing or  mortgaging  his  own  wheat  to  the  banks  as  security  for  his 
own  debt.  Now  the  act  above  cited,  as  its  title  and  contents  clearly 
indicate,  was  designed  to  protect  the  rights  of  actual  depositors — 
those  who  deliver  grain  to  another  for  storage.  The  act  is  too  long 
to  quote  in  extemo^  but  its  language  throughout  shows  that  this 
was  its  exclusive  scope  and  purpose.  The  very  first  expression  in 
the  first  section  furnishes  the  key  to  the  whole  act,  viz. :  When- 
ever any  grain  shall  be  delivered  for  storage."  Such  expressions 
as  '^whenever  any  grain  shall  be  deposited,"  ^'the  person  so  stor- 
ing," "  the  amount  of  grain  so  stored,"  '*  the  terms  of  storage,*' 

charges  for  storage,"  and  like  expressions,  are  to  be  found  all 
through  the  act.  But  aside  from  the  strict  letter  of  the  act,  its 
provisions  as  a  whole,  the  evil  sought  to  be  removed,  and  the  remedy 
sought  to  be  applied,  clearly  show  that  it  was  never  in  the  legisla- 
tive mind  that  it  should  apply  to  transactions  where  there  was  in 
fact  no  deposit  of  grain  for  storage,  but  simply  an  attempt  by  a 
party  to  pledge  or  mortgage  his  own  property  in  his  own  possession 
to  secure  his  debt.  To  extend  its  application  to  such  transactions 
would  practically  result  in  important  modifications  of  the  law  of 
pledges  and  mortgages  of  personal  property, — a  thing  not  to  be 
presumed  to  have  been  contemplated  by  the  legislature.  We  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  a  vendor  may  not  become  the  bailee  of  the 
vendee,  so  as  to  bring  the  transaction  within  the  statute.  It  might 
with  force  be  claimed  that  there  would  be  no  substantial  reason  for 
requiring  the  parties  in  such  a  case  to  go  through  two  ceremonial 
deliveries.  But  that  is  not  this  case.  To  bring  a  case  within  the 
provisions  of  this  statute  there  must  be  a  delivery  by  an  actual 
depositor.  See  Ghreenleaf  y.  Dows^  8  Fed.  Bep.  550;  Adams  v. 
Merchants'  Bank,  2  Fed.  Bep.  174. 

Therefore,  in  our  judgment,  this  statute  has  no  application  to 
the  present  case,  and  hence  the  rights  of  the  banks  must  be  deter- 
mined according  to  common- law  principles  alone.  If  these  trans- 
actions amounted  to  anything,  it  was  either  as  a  pledge  or  a  mort- 
gage. For  the  purposes  of  this  case  it  is  immaterial  which  it  be 
called.  One  of  the  counsel  for  the  banks  avoids  stating  which  of 
the  two  he  claims  to  be.  The  attorney  of  record  claims  it  was  a 
pledge.    We  are  inclined  to  think  it  was  an  attempt  to  create  a 
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dge;  and  as  thai  is  the  view  most  favorable  to  the  banks,  we 
ill  consider  the  case  from  that  standpoint. 
We  shall  assume  (without  deciding  the  question)  that  a  ware- 
tseman^  having  property  of  his  own  in  his  warehouse,  may  pledge 
s  security  for  his  own  debt  by  merely  issuing  to  his  creditor  an 
trument  in  the  form  of  a  warehouse  receipt.  This  is,  certainly, 
far  as  any  authority  goes.  We  will  also  assume  that  Cole  was, 
bin  the  meaning  of  the  authorities,  a warehouseman,"  which 
very  much  doubt.  But  conceding  these,  still  there  never 
I  any  executed  contract  of  pledge,  because  no  specific  property 
I  ever  appropriated  to  the  contract  so  as  to  pass  title  to  the 
igee. 

X  is  an  elementary  principle  of  law,  applicable  alike  to  sales, 
rtgages  and  pledges,  that  the  contract  becomes  executed  only  by 
cifying  the  goods  to  which  it  is  to  attach ;  or,  in  legal  phrase, 
the  appropriation  of  the  specific  goods  to  the  contract.  Until 
)  is  done  the  contract  is  executory,  and  the  property  does  not 
s.  There  was  no  such  appropriation  of  any  specific  grain  to 
9e  contracts,  even  under  what  may  be  termed  the  modern  Amer- 
1  doctrine,  that  where  the  mass,  from  which  the  sale,  mortgage 
)ledge  is  made,  is  uniform  in  character  and  quality,  as  wheat 
%n  elevator,  separation  from  the  mass  is  not  necessary  to  con- 
ute  an  appropriation  of  the  property  to  the  contract.  But  in 
I  case,  out  of  what  mass  was  this  wheat  to  be  taken  ?  There  is 
evidence  that  there  was  any  wheat  in  the  mill  when  these  receipts 
e  executed,  and  if  there  was,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it 

the  wheat  referred  to.  So  far  as  appears,  the  banks  might 
1  equal  propriety  claim  any  other  wheat  situated  elsewhere.  But 
D  if  it  be  further  conceded  that  there  was,  at  the  dates  referred 
wheat  in  the  mill,  and  that  this  was  the  wheat  referred  to  in  the 
'ipts,  yet  there  is  still  a  conclusive  reason  why  the  banks  cannot 
>ver.    As  found  by  the  court,  Cole  was  accustomed  to  use  all 

wheat  in  his  mill  as  a  part  of  his  stock  in  the  milling 
iness,  grinding  it  into  flour,  which  he  shipped  and  sold, 
s  appears  to  have  been  his  usual  and  long-continued  prac- 
I.  In  view  of  this  fact,  and  also  the  well-understood  usages 
the  grain  trade  as  to  the  time  within  which  it  is  ordinarily 
'keted,  it  copld  never  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  par- 

that  Cole  would  keep  this  wheat  on  hand  from  the  spring  of 
(2  until  the  late  summer  of  1883.    The  banks  must  have  under- 
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Stood  that  Cole  would,  and  tacitly  assented  tl^at  he  might,  use  and 
grind  up  this  wheat,  and  ship  and  sell  the  flour.  The  most  that 
can  be  claimed  for  the  transaction  is  that  he  was,  on  demand,  to 
deliver  to  the  banks  out  of  his  stock  an  amount  of  wheat  corre- 
sponding in  quantity  and  grade  to  that  named  in  the  receipts.  Eyen 
if  they  had  actually  deposited  their  own  wheat  with  Cole,  under  such 
circumstances,  it  hardly  needs  the  citation  of  authorities  at  this 
day  to  the  proposition  that  it  would  have,  in  the  absence  of  a  stat- 
ute, constituted  a  sale  and  not  a  bailment.  The  very  object  of  the 
statute  already  considered  was  to  change  the  rule  in  this  regard  as 
to  actual  depositors.  See  Rahillys  Case^  S  Dill.  420 ;  Chase  v. 
WaahburUj  1  Ohio  St.  244;  South  Australian  Ins.  Co.y.  Randellj 
L.  R.,  3  P.  C.  App.  101. 

No  case  to  which  we  have  been  referred  goes  far  enough  to  sup- 
port the  claim  of  the  banks  on  the  facts  of  this  case.  In  almost 
all  of  them  we  think  it  will  be  found  that  not  only  was  specific  pro- 
perty appropriated  to  the  contract,  but  the  identity  of  the  subject 
of  the  pledge  was  preserved.  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Eihhardy  48 
Mich.  118,  which  takes  quite  advanced  positions  on  some  questions, 
comes  nearer  supporting  the  claim  of  the  defendants  than  any  case 
we  have  found.  But  the  identity  of  the  property  pledged  with 
that  claimed  seems  to  have  been  assumed  or  taken  for  granted. 
On  no  other  theory,  we  think,  could  the  result  in  that  case  have 
been  reached.  In  the  case  at  bar,  all  wheat  in  the  mill  had  been 
removed  between  August  2d  and  8th,  and  the  wheat  in  dispute  pur- 
chased by  Cole  subsequent  to  the  latter  date.  Our  conclusion  is 
that  the  banks  have  no  title  to  the  wheat,  and  have  no  right  to 
any  preference  over  other  creditors  of  the  estate  in  the  distribution 
of  its  proceeds.  Judgment  affirmed. 


The  principles  stated  in  the  opening 
sentences  of  the  opinion,  that  the  law 
presumes  a  sale  to  be  for  cash  when 
nothing  is  said  to  the  contrary,  and  that 
npon  a  sale  for  cash,  payment  and  deliv- 
ery  are  concurrent  and  mutually  depend- 
ent act«^  are  well  recognised.  But  the 
condition  of  payment  may  be  waived.  In 
Scudder  Bradbury,  106  Mass.  422, 
428,  the  trial  judge  instructed  the  jury, 
"  that  a  cash  sale  might  or  might  not  be 
a  conditional  sale  ;  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sarily in  law  either  a  conditional  or  an 


unconditional  sale  ;  and  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  determine  upon  the  evidence 
whether  the  sale  was  conditional  or  not." 
This  ruling  was  sustained  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  state,  as  applied  to  the  facts 
of  the  case,  in  which  the  sale  was  accom- 
panied by  a  delivery.  Such  language  is 
confusing.  When  a  sale  is  made  for 
cash,  the  right  to  demand  the  money  im- 
mediately upon  delivery,  and  to  reclaim 
the  goods  if  the  money  be  not  forthcom- 
ing, always  exists ;  but,  of  course,  if 
delivery  is  voluntarily  made  without  pay- 
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t  being  insisted  on,  and  withoat  being 
ced  bj  artifice  or  h  uud,  the  condition 
lived. 

the  terms  are  '*  cash  in  ten  days** 
evident  that  payment  is  not  expected 
!  concnrrent  with  delivery,  and  upon 
bsolnte  delivery  there  is  no  right  to 
im  the  goods  if  the  payment  be  not 
i  at  the  expiration  of  the  ten  days : 
ins  T.  Wctrren^  115  Mass.  514. 
is  very  necessary  to  distinguish  sales 
ash  from  sales  on  condition  that  the 
shall  not  pass  until  the  price  is  paid, 
lany  of  the  states  such  conditional 
are  recognised  and  held  valid  even 
a  innocent  third  parties,  while  in 
■8  they  are  held  void  as  to  creditors 
te  vendee  and  bona  fide  purchasers 
him.  See  Lewu  v.  AfcCabe,  81 
L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  217,  and  note, 
law  in  regard  to  cash  sales  seems  to 
nversal.  And  it  is  evident  that  the 
or,  in  the  case  of  a  cash  sale,  who 
oade  a  contract  entitling  him  to  pay- 
as  soon  as  his  goods  are  delivered, 
Id  not  be  allowed,  after  waiving  the 
ition  of  immediate  payment,  and 
ing  for  his  money  to  the  personal 
t  of  the  vendee,  no  matter  how  soon 
listake  is  discovered,  to  turn  around 
»ntend  that  he  made  the  delivery  on 
ition  that  the  title  would  not  pass 
the  price  was  paid  ;  even  though 
iw  of  the  state  in  which  the  trans- 
n  occurred  would  have  permitted 
[o  make  such  a  contract  instead  of 
Dutract  he  did  make.  See  the  dis- 
iig  opinion  in  Hantmett  v.  Linneman^ 
\,  T.  406.  But  it  is  of  course  pos- 
that  upon  the  vendor  coming  to  the 
ee  in  the  case  of  a  cash  sale  and 
ing  that  payment  will  not  follow  do- 
^,  the  contract  l)etwcen  them  may 
Mindoned,  either  expressly  or  by  im- 
tion,  and  another  entered  into  by 
h  delivery  is  to  be  made  at  once,  but 
itic  is  not  to  pass  until  payment  of 
rice.   See  NomH  v.  Weaver^  83  Hun 

iny  casei  on  this  subject  are  collected 


in  note  (</)  to  sect.  380  of  tlie  Fourth 
American  ed.  of  Benjamin  on  Bales. 
See  also  EvcmmcUU,  ,  Bd.  Co,  v.  A>> 
•9m,  84  Ind.  457. 

On  the  question  of  the  necessity  of 
separation  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  por- 
tion of  a  homogeneous  mass,  a  late  case 
in  New  Jersey,  whidi  was  differently 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  was  re- 
ported each  time  in  the  pages  of  this 
magazine,  and  each  time  with  a  note 
opposed  to  the  decision  :  Hire»  v.  Hurff'^ 
17  Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  11,  and  Hurjr 
V.  HireSf  18  Id.  161.  The  recent  date 
of  these  discussions  and  their  fulness, 
render  it  unnecessary  to  take  up  here 
that  general  question. 

In  the  principal  case  the  question  was 
as  to  the  pledge,  by  means  of  what  pur- 
ported to  be  a  warehouse  receipt,  of  a 
portion  of  a  mass,  of  uniform  character 
and  quality,  by  the  owner,  a  miller,  and 
it  was  decided  that  his  retained  power 
over  the  wheat  in  question  was  so  ex- 
tensive as  to  be  inconsistent  with  there 
having  been  any  pledge  of  it. 

Under  the  facts  of  the  case  probably 
no  fault  will  be  found  with  the  decision, 
although  it  may  be  said  that  it  might 
preferably  have  been  put  on  the  ground 
that  Cole  was  not  a  '*  warehouseman 
Cole's  course  of  business  was  such  that 
his  depositors  could  not  have  considered 
him  under  any  obligation  to  keep  on 
hand  wheat  of  sucli  kind  and  quantity  as 
to  answer  all  his  ontstanding  receipts, 
and  therefore  a  deposit  with  him  must 
be  looked  upon  as  a  sale  and  not  a  bail- 
ment ;  but  BO  far  as  the  opinion  states 
or  implies  that  the  right  of  the  warehouse- 
man to  substitute  for  the  wheat  de- 
posited, wheat  of  like  quality,  keeping 
on  hand  always  the  requisite  quantity^ 
will  make  the  transaction  a  sale  and  not 
a  bailment,  it  is  not  in  accordance  with 
what  would  seem  to  be  the  better  doc- 
trine. See  the  elaborate  note  of  Mr.  (now 
Judge)  Holmes,  to  Chtue  v.  Waahbwm^ 
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6  Am.  L.  Rev.  450  :  Sexton  ff  Abbott 

Graham  et  a/.,  53  Iowa  181 ;  Nelson 
y.  Brown  et  al.,  Id.  555. 

Some  of  the  cases  while  admitting  the 
power  of  an  owner  to  sell  his  own  goods, 
without  segregation  and  without  actual 
delivery,  deny  him  the  power  to  so 
pUdge  them  ;  it  is  proposed  in  this  note 
to  examine  a  few  typical  cases,  with  a 
view  of  determining  the  correctness  of 
this  attempted  distinction. 

Oibton  Stevens,  8  Howard  S84 
(1850),  a  part  of  the  syllabus  of  which 
is  as  follows :  Where  personal  pro- 
perty is,  from  its  character  or  situation 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  incapable  of 
actual  delivery,  the  delivery  of  the  bill 
of  sale,  or  other  evidence  of  title,  is  suf- 
ficient to  transfer  the  property  and  pos- 
session to  the  vendee. 

Where  articles  of  commerce  were  pur- 
chased in  the  state  of  Indiana,  and  the 
vendors  in  whose  warehouses  they  were 
lying,  gave  a  written  memorandum  of 
the  sale,  with  a  receipt  for  the  money, 
and  an  engagement  to  deliver  them  on 
board  of  canal-boats  soon  after  the 
opening  of  canal  navigation,  these  doc- 
uments transferred  the  property  and  the 
possession  of  the  articles  to  the  pur- 
chasers. 

"These  documents,  being  endorsed 
and  delivered  to  a  merchant  in  New 
York,  in  consideration  of  advances  of 
money  in  the  usual  course  of  trade, 
transferred  to  him  the  legal  title  and 
constructive  possession  of  the  property. 

''Therefore,  an  attachment  subse- 
quently issued,  at  the  instance  of  a 
creditor  of  the  original  purchasers,  which 
was  levied  upon  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, could  not  be  maintained.'' 

Gibson,  the  merchant  in  New  York, 
was,  by  his  contract,  to  sell  the  stuff, 
repay  himself  and  turn  over  the  balance, 
less  commissions  and  charges,  to  the 
original  purchasers,  McQueen  k  McKay. 
Tawey,  C.  J.,  says:  **  Nor,  as  re- 
spects the  legal  title,  can  there  be  any 
distinction  between  the  advance  made 


by  Gibson,  and  the  case  of  an  actual 
purchaser.  To  the  extent  of  his  ad- 
vances he  is  a  purchaser,  and  the  legal 
title  was  conveyed  to  him  to  protect  his 
advances.  *  *  *  The  legal  title,  the 
right  of  property,  passed  to  him,  and 
McQueen  &  McKay  retained  nothing 
but  an  equitable  interest  in  the  surplus, 
if  any  remained  after  satisfying  the 
claim  of  Gibson.'' 

It  was  not  denied  that  the  equitable 
interest  of  McQueen  &  McKay  was 
liable  to  attachment,  but  the  decision 
was  that  Gibson  was  entitled  to  th^  pos- 
session of  the  goods.  The  goods  were 
in  the  warehouses  of  third  persons. 
It  is  submitted  that  this  case,  properly 
understood,  is  a  decision  recognising 
the  validity  of  a  pledge  of  merchandise 
by  a  symbolical  delivery  thereof  by 
means  of  the  transfer  of  a  warehouse 
receipt. 

To  show  the  nature  of  the  transaction 
when  there  is  such  a  symbolical  delivery 
of  property  in  pledge,  the  following  ex- 
tract from  the  opinion  of  Bradley,  J., 
in  Cdseg  Cavaroc,  6  Otto  467  (1877), 
is  of  interest:  "The  difference  ordi- 
narily recognised  between  a  mortgage 
and  a  pledge  is,  that  title  is  transferred 
by  the  former,  and  possession  by  the 
latter.  ♦  *  •  The  possession  need  not 
be  actual*:  it  may  be  constructive;  as 
where  the  key  of  a  warehouse  containing 
the  goods  pledged  is  delivered,  or  a  bill 
of  lading  is  assigned.  In  such  case  the 
act  done  will  be  considered  as  a  token, 
standing  for  actual  delivery  of  the  goods. 
It  puts  the  property  under  the  power 
ond  control  of  the  creditor.  In  such 
cases,  such  constructive  delivery  cntinot 
be  effected  without  doing  what  amounts 
to  a  transfer  of  the  property  also.  The 
assignment  of  a  bill  of  lading  is  of  that 
kind.  Such  an  assignment  is  necessary, 
where  a  pledge  is  proposed,  in  order  to 
give  the  constructive  possession  required 
to  constitute  a  pledge ;  and  yet  it  for- 
mally transfers  the  title  also.  In  such  a 
case  there  is  a  union  of  two  distinct 
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!  of  MCuritT — that  of  mortgage  and 
of  pledge  ;  mortgage  by  yirtuc  of 
itle,  and  pledge  by  virtue  of  the 

Yenni  r.  McNamee,  45  N.  Y.  614, 
I),  S.  was  the  owner  and  in  posses- 
of  a  quantity  of  petroleum  at  his 
y.  His  superintendent  signed  and 
5red  to  him  the  following  receipt, 

Dec.  6th  1866:  "Received  on 
It  for  account  of  S.,  600  barrels  of 
[enm,  crude  and  refined,  contained 
nks,  and  700  barrels  to  hold  the 
:  deliverable  to  his  order  on  pay- 
of  the  charge  named  therein,  in  ac- 
Dce  with  the  marginal  note  hereto, 
ge,  per  month.  Labor, 
e  receipt  was  not  for  any  designated 
arate  parcel  of  oil,  but  was  intended 
er  oil,  crude,  refined  or  in  process 
Ining  in  the  works,  and  empty  bar- 
>hold  it.  On  the  16th  of  Dec.  the 
i  Bank  loaned  Stokes  $5000  and 
ed  his  note  therefor  and,  as  coUat- 
ecurity,  took  the  receipt  above  set 
indorsed  by  him.  There  was  no 
e  of  possession  of  the  oil ;  none  of 
I  set  apart  to  answer  the  call  of  this 
t;  and  no  one,  on  behalf  of  the 
ever  saw  the  oil.  An  execution 
«ued  against  Stokes  and  the  sheriff 
fendant  in  this  case,  levied  on  all 
lil,  barrels,  &c.,  in  the  works, 
s  was  authorized  by  the  bank  to 
e  oil  covered  by  the  receipt,  on  their 
It,  and,  after  the  levy,  sold 
delivered    the  oil    in  question, 

the  sheriff  reclaimed,  and  to  re- 
which  this  action  was  brought. 
3VBR,  J.,  says  :  **The  inquiry  is, 
e  bank  acquire  an  absolute  title  to 
operty  by  the  endorsement  of  the 
t  to  it  by  Stokes,  so  that  it  was  not 
^fter  liable  to  be  levied  upon  and 
pon  an  execution  against  him.*  *  * 

is  no  doubt  but  that  Stokes  in- 
i  to  confer  some  title  to  the  property 
lorsing  and  delivering  the  receipt 

and  the  bank,  by  accepting  it,  in- 
1  to  acquire  an  interest  in  the  pro- 


perty. Although  the  mode  adopted  was 
informal  it  was,  I  think,  effectual  to  ac- 
complish the  object  of  the  parties.  A 
transfer  of  a  warehouse  receipt  by  indorse- 
ment, with  intent  to  transfer  the  title  to 
the  property  specified  therein,  is  effectual 
under  the  law  merchant,  independent  of 
the  statute,  to  transfer  the  title:  [  GibBon  v. 
Stevens,  8  How.  U.  S.  Rep.]  Had  Stokes, 
therefore,  indorsed  and  delivered  the 
receipt  to  the  bank  in  good  faith,  upon 
an  absolute  sale  of  the  property  to  the 
bank,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the 
bank  would  not  thereby  have  acquired 
the  title,  although  the  receipt  was  a  mere 
fiction  between  Stokes  and  Chapman. 
Both  of  the  latter  would  have  been  es- 
topped from  denjring  that  the  receipt  was 
based  upon  a  real  transaction.  This  es- 
toppel would  have  been  equally  effectual 
against  all  claiming  under  Stokes  upon  a 
title  subsequently  acquired.  ♦  ♦  ♦  But 
Stokes  transfeiTcd  the  receipt,  and,  there- 
fore, the  title  to  the  property,  as  a  mere  se- 
curity for  the  payment  of  his  note.  It 
was  therefore  a  mere  mortgage  security," 
and  void  as  against  cl-editors,  because  no^ 
accompanied  by  immediate  delivery,  or 
filed  as  required  by  the  state  statute. 
See  to  same  effect  Farmers  ^  Mechanic^ 
National  Bank  v.  Lang,  87  N.  Y.  209, 
(18S1).  (See,  however,  Parshall  v. 
EggeH,  54  N.  Y.  18).  Adams,  As- 
signee, 4rc.  V.  Merchants*  National  Bank, 
2  Fed.  Rep.  174,  and  19  Am.  L.  Reg. 
(N.  S.)  714,  opinion  by  Drummond, 
J.,  is  a  very  similar  case. 

In  Smyth  v.  Craig,  (1841)  3  W.  &  S. 
14,  S.,  the  defendant,  bought  and  received 
from  C,  B.  &  Co.  flour,  to  be  paid  for 
half  in  cash  and  half  in  60-day  notes. 
Being  pressed  for  payment  he  consented 
to  let  molasses  in  his  distillery  stand 
either  as  their  property  or  as  collaternl 
security  on  condition  that  they  would  take 
his  notes  at  60  and  90  days,  in  lieu  of 
the  former  terms.  He  pointed  out  the 
molasses,  consisting  of  400  hogsheads, 
to  be  ascertained  by  counting  diem  off, 
in  rows,  from  a  particular  place,  and  in 
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a  particalAT  manner.  He  agreed  that  the 
molasses  should  remain  in  his  jard,  and 
to  send  them  the  mm  to  be  distilled  from 
the  molasses,  to  be  sold  bj  them  and  ap- 
plied to  his  debt.  GiBSOir,  C.  J. :  Had 
it  rested  there,  the  plaintiff,  or  the  finn 
he  represents,  oonld  not  hare  recovered 
as  in  the  case  of  a  pawn  :  for  at  this  tioM 
there  was  no  deliyerj  of  possession,  and 
consequently  no  pawn.  Indeed,  retention 
of  possession  was  necessarily  a  part  of 
the  arrangement,  becaose  it  was  indis- 
pensable to  enable  the  defendant  to  carry 
the  other  parts  of  it  into  effect.'' 

Mereha3iU»\  Bank  y.  Hibhard^ 

(1882)  48  Mich.  118.  In  this  case  there 
was  issued  by  the  defendants  as  security 
for  a  loan  of  $80,000  made  to  them  by  the 
bank,  the  plaintiff,  the  following  ware- 
house receipt:  **  Received,  Grand  Rap- 
ids, Michigan,  January  17,  1A80,  in 
store  for  account  of  the  Mertibants'  and 
Manufacturers'  National  Bank  of  De- 
troit, Michigan,  eighteen  thousand 
(18,000)  bushels  No.  1  white  and  8  red 
winter  wheat,  to  be  delivered  in  wheat 
or  its  equivalent  in  flour  upon  return  of 
this  receipt  properly  endorsed,  to  be  kept 
insured  for  account  of  whom  it  may  con- 
cern. HiBBARP  &  GbAFF." 

H.  &  G.  were  not  only  buying,  stor- 
ing, manufacturing,  shipping  and  selling 
wheat  on  their  own  account,  but  were 
also  receiving  into  their  mills  wheat  to  be 
stored  for  others,  for  which  they  issued 
the  customary  warehouse  receipt.  The 
firm  of  Hibbard  &  Graff  failed  in  March 
1880,  and  the  bank  sued  out  this  writ  of 
replevin.  Coolby,  J.,  says,**  The  defend- 
ants do  not  deny  that  title  may  pass  by  the 
delivery  of  a  warehouse  receipt  in  pur- 
suance of  an  actual  sale,  nor,  as  we  un- 
derstand it,  do  they  dispute  that  when 
one  is  owner  of  property  represented  by 
a  warehouse  receipt  or  other  instrument 
of  a  similar  nature,  he  may  make  pledge 
of  it  and  transfer  constructive  possession 
by  delivering  to  the  pledgee  the  instru- 
ment that  represents  his  property.  ♦  ♦  * 
But  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  never  had 


either  title  or  actual  possession  of  the  pnv 
pertyv;  it  was  not  intended  that  the  ware- 
house receipt  should  pass  the  title  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  is  therefore  contended  that 
there  was  and  could  be  in  the  case  no  con- 
structive possession  except  such  as  might 
be  implied  in  any  case  in  which  an 
owner  should  undertake  to  pledge  the 
property,  and  at  the  same  time  without 
delivery  retain  it  in  his  own  hands  and 
under  his  own  exclusive  control. 

**  We  have  already  said  that  it  is  con- 
ceded a  warehouseman  may  transfer 
title  to  property  in  his  warehouse  by  the 
delivery  of  the  customary  warehouse  re- 
ceipt. In  such  cases  there  is  no  con- 
structive delivery  of  the  property  whereby 
to  perfect  the  sale  except  such  as  is  im- 
plied from  the  delivery  of  the  receipt; 
and  where  the  property  represented  is 
only  part  of  a  large  mass  as  was  the 
case  here,  there  could  not  well  be  any 
other  constructive  delivery.  But  for  the 
convenient  transaction  of  the  commerce 
of  the  country  it  has  been  found  neces- 
sary to  recognise  and  sanction  this 
method  of  transfer,  and  vast  quantities 
of  grain  are  daily  sold  by  means  of  such 
receipts.  ♦  *  ♦  We  are  then  to  see  whe- 
ther a  constructive  transfer  of  possession 
that  is  recognised  in  the  ease  of  sale 
shall  be  held  inoperative  in  case  of  an 
attempted  pledge. 

**  If  a  distinction  is  made  in  the  cases 
it  ought  to  be  upon  some  ground  that 
would  seem  reasonable  in  commercial 
circles.  ♦  *  • 

**  If  a  merchant  may  buy  grain  in  store 
and  receive  a  transfer  of  title  in  a  ware- 
house receipt,  he  would  be  very  likely  if 
he  had  occasion  to  receive  grain  in  pledge, 
to  suppose  a  similar  receipt  to  be  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose.  No  reason  would 
occur  to  him  why  it  should  be  otherwise, 
and  this  because  there  would  be  in  fact 
no  reason  except  one  purely  technical, 
depending  on  nice  legal  distinctions. 
When  that  is  found  to  be  the  case  any 
proposition  to  establish  a  distinction 
should  be  rejected,  decisively  and  with- 
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besitotion ;  for  the  laws  of  trade  are 
le  and  exist  for  the  protection  aod 
renience  of  trade,  and  they  should  not 
rate  rules  which  have  the  effect  to 
ler  the  chambers  of  commerce  with 
J  pitfalU.  ♦  ♦  ♦ 

Some  stress  was  laid  hj  the  defend- 
i  upon  the  fact  that  two  kinds  of 
at  are  mentioned  in  the  receipt,  and 
e  is  no  specification  of  the  quantity 
ach  to  be  held.  The  circumstances 
lain  this,  for  they  show  that  the  two 
Is  were  mixed  in  grinding,  and  it 

eridently  contemplated  that  flour 
er  than  wheat  should  be  held.  In 

abe«nce  of  any  specification  of  the 
Dtity  of  each  kind  that  was  to  be 
,  the  legal  construction  we  think 
Id  entitle  the  pledgee  to  an  equal 
mnt  of  each  kind  if  it  remained  un- 
tnfactured.  The  return  of  the  officer 
that  he  found  no  red  wheat,  and 
3051  bushels  of  white  wheat.  For 
remainder  he  took  an  equivalent  in 
r  according  to  the  terms  of  the  re- 
t." 

ee  also  Cochran  t.  Ripyt  13  Bush 
'.)  495  ;  FerguMtiy  Jr.,  Assignee^ 
tkem  Bank  of  Kentucky,  14  Id.  555  ; 
HNiT.  The  Bank,  11  Ohio  St.  311  ; 
!  V.  Cutler,  17  Wis.  351  ;  Whitney  y. 
biti  et  al,,  Id.  359  ;  Shepardson  r, 
y,  89  Id.  34 ;  Nat.  Bank  of  Oreen 
fY.  Dearborn,  115  Mass.  219;  Cool 
^hiUips,  66  III.  216  ;  Taylor  v.  Tur- 
87  Id.  296  ;  Oabom  Koenigheim, 
Pex.  91  ;  Dougherty  t.  Haggerty,  96 
n.  St.  515. 

'ha  conclusions  which  the  writer  d^- 
Bs  from  his  examination  of  the  author- 
I,  are.  First:  That  while  possession  by 
pledgee  is  a  necessary  condition  of 


the  existence  and  continuance  of  a  pledge, 
yet  that  that  possession  is  not  required  to 
be  actual  physical  possession.  The  hold- 
ing of  a  recognised  symbol  of  title,  a  bill 
of  lading  or  a  warehouse  receipt  is  sufii' 
cient.  And  the  owner  of  goods,  if  a 
warehouseman,  can  pledge  the  same  by 
delivering  his  own  warehouse  receipt  to 
the  pledgee. 

The  qualification  of  this  last  proposi- 
tion, that  the  pledgor  must  be  a  ware- 
houseman, seems  to  have  been  overlooked 
in  the  consideration  given  by  the  judges 
deciding  them  to  some  of  the  cases  cited . 
That  the  pledgor  is  a  warehouseman  and 
the  instrument,  a  warehouse  receipt 
should  be  shown  by  pleadings  and  proof, 
Shepardson  v.  Gary,  supra ;  TTiome  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  87  Ohio  St.  254. 

Second :  That  segregation  from  a 
uniform  mass  is  no  more  required  in  the 
case  of  a  l^ledge  by  means  of  the  trans- 
fer of  a  warehouse  reoeipd  than  in  the 
case  of  a  sale  thereby.  Where  the 
pledgor  is  a  warehouseman,  the  world 
has  notice  from  that  fact  that  the  legal 
,  possession  of  the  goods  in  his  warehouse 
is  probably  in  another,  although  the  phy- 
sical possession  and  control  of  them  is 
in  himself :  if  he  be  not  a  warehouseman 
and  yet  desire  to  pledge  bulky  articles 
not  easily  susceptible  of  actual  delivery, 
he  must,  at  least,  clearly  and  unequivo- 
cally designate  the  articles  pledged,^ so 
that  third  persons  need  not  be  deceived. 
Anderson  y.  Brenneman,  44  Mich.  198 ; 
Reeder  v.  Machen,  57  Md.  56 ;  Collins 
V.  Buck,  63  Me.  459  ;  Thompson  v.  Doi^ 
liner,  182  Mass.  103  ;  Crawford  y.  Davis, 
99  Penn.  St.  576. 

Benjamin  H.  Lowxt. 

Philadelphia, 


United  States  Circuit  Courts  S.  D,  Ohio. 

BANKS  IT  AL.  c.  MANCHESTER. 

i  statute  appointing  a  state  reporter,  authorizing  the  secretary  of  state  to  contract 
the  publication  of  his  reports  and  giving  to  the  contractor  the  exclusive  right  to 
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pabluh  the  same  confers  no  right  to  copyright,  nor  any  ezclnsiTe  right  to  pablish, 
the  opiDions  of  the  court. 

Quere^  whether  the  state,  through  its  reporter,  can  secure  a  copyright  in  the 
opinions  of  its  judges. 

In  Chancbrt.    Hearing  on  bill  and  answer. 

Sage,  J. — The  complainants,  partners  under  the  style  of  Banks 
Brothers,"  and  law-book  publishers  at  the  city  of  New  York,  are 
contractors  with  the  state  of  Ohio  for  the  publication  of  forthcoming 
volumes  forty-one  and  forty-two,  Ohio  State  Reports.  They  seek 
to  enjoin  the  defendant,  who  is  the  proprietor  and  publisher  at  Co- 
lumbus, Ohio,  of  the  American  Law  Journal,'*  from  publishing 
therein  any  of  the  decisions  and  opinions  of  the  judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Ohio,  or  of  the  Supreme  Court  Commission  of 
Ohio,  in  cases  which  are  to  be  reported  in  either  of  said  volumes. 

It  appears  from  the  bill  that  under  arrangements  made  with  the 
complainants  by  the  proprietor  of  the    Ohio  Law  Journal"  and  the 

Weekly  Law  Bulletin,"  copyrighted  advance  publications  of  said 
decisions  are  made  at  Columbus  in  supplements  to  those  periodicals. 
The  copyrights  are  secured  by  the  official  reporter  in  pursuance,  it 
is  averred,  of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
state  of  Ohio,  and  the  protection  of  the  rights  and  interests  of  the 
complainants  under  their  said  contract. 

The  complainants  charge  that  the  defendant  has  unlawfully 
infringed  said  copyrights  by  republishing  said  decisions,  and  that 
he  has  declared  to  them  in  writing  his  intention  to  continue  so  to  do ; 
wherefore  they  pray  that  he  may  be  restrained  by  injunction. 

The  respondent  answers  admitting  the  publication  of  the  opinions 
and  decisions  referred  to  in  the  bill,  but  avers  that  they  are  solely 
and  exclusively  the  productions  of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Ohio,  and  of  the  Supreme  Court  Commission  of  Ohio,  that  the 
judge  to  whom  the  duty  is  assigned  to  prepare  an  opinion,  prepares 
also  the  statement  of  the  case  and  the  syllabus,  the  latter  being 
subject  to  revision  by  the  judges  concurring  in  the  opinion  ;  that 
the  duty  of  the  reporter  is  limited  to  preparing  abstracts  of  argu- 
ments of  counsel,  tables  of  cases,  and  indexes,  reading  proof,  and 
in  arranging  cases  in  their  proper  order  in  the  volumes  of  reports 
of  said  courts,  for  all  which  he  is  paid  out  of  the  treasury  of  the 
state  a  stated  annual  salary,  fixed  by  the  law,  and  that  he  has  no 
pecuniary  interest  in  the  publication  of  said  reports.  The  respon- 
dent admits  that  he  intends  to  continue  said  publications,  but  denies 
that  the  reporter  has  any  right  or  authority  to  secure  a  copyright 
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the  publications  described  in  the  bill,  or  that  said  copyright 
lecured  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  state  of  Ohio  or  for  the 
ction  of  the  rights  of  the  complainants, 
le  respondent  also  avers  that  complainants,  for  the  consideration 
iOO,  contracted  with  the  proprietors  of  the  "  Ohio  Law  Journal* ' 
of  the  *'  Weekly  Law  Bulletin"  to  give  to  them  the  exclusive 

to  publish  in  said  periodicals  said  opinions  and  decisions,  and 
otect  said  pretended  right  by  commencing  and  prosecuting  at 
own  cost  such  suits  a;^  might  be  necessary  therefor,  and  that 
fore  the  complainants  have  no  interest  in  the  result  of  this 
■oversy. 

le  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  Ohio  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
involved  are  referred  to  in  the  bill  and  in  the  answer, 
le  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  bill  and  answer, 
ct.  437,  Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  empowers  the  secretary 
ate  when  authorized  by  resolution  of  the  general  assembly  to 
*act  with  any  responsible  person  or  firm  to  publish  the  reports 
prized  by  law,  and  to  furnish  for  the  use  of  the  state  the  num- 
if  copies  required  to  supply  the  state,  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
0  per  volume,  and  the  number  of  copies  required  to  meet  the 
mds  of  the  citizens  of  the  state,  at  a  cost  not  exceeding  $1.75 
rolume :  also  to  furnish  advance  sheets  as  provided  in  sections 
and  431.  Sect.  437  further  provides  that  such  contractor 
have  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  publish  said  reports,  so 
s  the  state  can  confer  the  same,"  during  the  period  of  the  con- 

jcts.  429-435  provide  for  the  printing  and  binding  of  the  vol- 
j  of  reports  under  the  direction  of  the  supervisor  of  public 
iing.  These  sections  do  not  apply  when,  as  in  this  case,  the 
itary  of  state  is  authorized  to  make  the  contract  as  provided  in 
on  437. 

5Ct.  436  requires  the  reporter  to  secure  a  copyright  for  the  use 
le  state  for  each  volume  of  the  reports  published  under  the  pro- 
ng of  sects.  429-435,  but  the  duty  of  the  reporter  is  limited  to 
ring  a  copyright  '*  for  each  volume  of  the  reports  so  published.*' 
uch  duty  is  imposed  upon  him  with  reference  to  volumes  pub- 
d  under  contracts  made  by  the  secretary  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
ne of  sect.  437.  Under  that  section — which  applies  in  this 
—the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  publish  the  reports,  so  far  as 
jtate  can  confer  the  same,  is  granted  to  the  contractor.  Nowhere 
L.  XXXIII.— 66 
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in  the  statute  law  relating  to  the  publication  of  reports  is  authority 
given  to  the  reporter  or  to  any  other  person  to  acquire  a  copyright 
in  the  decisions  or  opinions  of  the  judges.  This  is  significant  in 
view  of  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  justices  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Wheaton  v.  Peter9y  8  Pet.  668,  that 
no  reporter  has  or  can  have  any  copyright  in  the  written  opinions 
delivered  by  that  court.  The  legislation  in  the  state  of  Ohio  must 
be  considered  to  have  been  enacted  with  reference  to  that  opinion, 
And  therefore  to  have  been  intended  to  limit  the  provisions  above 
cited  to  the  volumes  of  reports,  and  to  exclude  copyrights  of  the 
opinions  of  the  judges.  It  is  in  accordance  with  sound  public 
policy,  in  a  commonwealth  where  every  person  is  presumed  to  know 
the  law,  to  regard  the  authoritative  exposition  of  the  law  by  the 
regularly  constituted  judicial  tribunals  as  public  property,  to  be  pub- 
lished freely  by  any  one  who  may  choose  to  publish  them.  And 
such  publication  may  be  of  everything  which  is  the  work  of  the 
judge,  including  the  syllabus  and  the  statement  of  the  case,  as  well 
as  the  opinion.  The  copyright  of  the  volume  does  not  interfere 
with  such  free  publication.  It  protects  only  the  work  of  the 
reporter — that  is  to  say,  the  indexes,  the  tables  of  cases  and  the 
statement  of  points  made  and  authorities  cited  by  counsel.  Whea- 
ton V.  Peters,  8  Pet.  653 ;  IMtle  v.  Gould,  2  Blatchf.  165  and  362 ; 
Chase  v.  Sanborn,  4  ClifTord  306 ;  JUyers  v.  Callaghan,  5  Fed. 
Rep.  726  ;  8.  c.  10  Bissell  139 ;  Myers  v.  Callaghan,  20  Fed.  Bep. 
441. 

Counsel  for  complainants  cite  Judge  Drummond's  dictum  in 
Myers  v.  Callaghan,  5  Fed.  Bep.  728,  that  if  an  adequate  com- 
pensation was  paid  by  the  state  to  the  reporter  for  the  work  done 
by  him  in  preparing  volumes  of  reports,  then  whatever  property 
there  was  in  the  volumes  arising  from  the  labors  of  the  reporter 
ought  to  belong  to  the  state  and  not  to  him." 

"  Now,"  says  counsel,  "in  Ohio  the  state  undertakes  to  pay  the 
reporter  '  adequate  compensation,'  and  by  the  statute  that  amount  is 
all  he  can  receive.  He  has  no  perquisites.  The  theory  is  that  the 
state  pays  him  for  his  labor,  and  that  the  result  of  his  labor 
belongs  to  the  state." 

And  counsel  proceed  to  claim  that  "this  is  precisely  the 
theory  upon  which  the  state  is  entitled  to  the  decisions  of  the 
judges.  They  are  paid  a  stipulated  price  or  sum  for  their  services, 
and  this  by  their  consent — impliedly  given  when  they  accept  the 
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e — is  in  full  of  their  services,  and  the  result  of  their  labors  is 
property  of  the  state."  Mr.  Drone,  in  his  work  on  Copyright, 
3  161,  states  substantially  the  same  view,  although  he  says  he 
seen  no  sound  clear  exposition  of  the  law  governing  copyright 
[idicial  decisions,  and  that  it  has  not  been  expressly  declared  in 
modern  case  that  copyright  will  vest  in  a  judicial  decision.  Mr. 
;ice  Story,  one  of  the  judges  who  concurred  in  the  decision  in 
eatan  v.  Peters,  said  (in  Or  ay  v.  Russell,  1  Story  21),  thaf 
le  it  wa3  held  in  that  case  that  the  opinions  of  the  court,  being 
iished  under  the  authority  of  Congress,  were  not  the  proper 
ect  of  copyright,  it  was  as  little  doubted  by  the  court  that  Mr. 
^ton  had  a  copyright  in  his  own  marginal  notes,  and  in  the 
iments  of  counsel  as  prepared  and  arranged  in  his  work. 
Whether  the  state,  through  its  reporter,  can  secure  a  copyright 
be  opinions  of  its  judges  is.  however,  not  a  question  arising,  nor 
it  be  decided  in  this  case.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  state 
not  adopted  legislation  for  such  copyright,  that  the  enactments 
riding  for  copyright  for  the  volumes  of  reports,  or  of  the  reports, 
lot  authorize  copyrights  of  the  opinions  of  the  judges, 
'he  averments  of  the  answer  respecting  the  contract  by  and 
reen  the  complainants  and  the  proprietors  of  the  law  journal  at 
imbus,  which  with  complainants'  consent  publish  the  opinions 
he  judges,  complainants  binding  themselves  to  protect  them  in 
r  assumed  exclusive  right  of  publication,  are  not  material.  If 
reporter  had  the  right  to  secure  copyright  in  these  opinions  for  the 
sfit  of  complainants  the  complainants  had  the  right  to  make  the 
ngement  referred  to,  and  it  would  be  not  only  the  right,  but 
duty  of  complainants  to  institute  suits  for  the  pro1;ection  of  said 
lishers  in  their  exclusive  license. 

»ut  the  reporter  has  no  such  right.  The  statute  gives  him  no 
er,  no  authority  or  right  whatever,  with  reference  to  copyright 
iven  the  volumes  included  in  complainants'  contract. 
IThatever  sole  and  exclusive  right  to  publish  such  reports  the 
e  could  confer,  was  by  the  express  terms  of  the  statute,  conferred 
Q  the  complainants.  As  held  in  Myers  v.  Callaghan^  the  re- 
;er  is  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  express  legislation  to  the  con- 
y,  to  copyright  his  volumes  of  reports,  to  the  extent  that  the 
e  consist  of  the  work  of  his  own  hand,  notwithstanding  he  may 
have  a  copyright  in  the  opinions  of  the  court.  And  in  this  case 
night  secure  copyright  in  the  volumes  of  reports,  not  for  his  own 
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benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  complainants,  but  the  copyrights  he 
has  attempted  to  secure  in  the  opinions  of  the  judges  are  worthless. 
The  bill  will  be  dismissed  at  complainants'  costs. 


The  foregoing  case  follows  the  uni- 
form line  of  decision  in  America,  that  no 
person  can  have  copyright  in  judicial 
opinions.  Though  the  point  has  not  heen 
directly  passed  upon  in  any  modem  En- 
glish case  there  seems  no  reason  to  doabt 
that  the  law  is  now  the  same  there  as  here. 
Formerly,  the  House  of  Lords  used  to 
forbid  any  report  of  State  Trials,  except 
that  authorized  by  itself ;  and  it  was  long 
a  custom,  no  doubt  arising  as  much  from 
etiquette  as  from  law,  that  the  author  of 
a  book  of  reports  should  obtain  the 
judges'  sanction  to  his  work.  iGumey 
V.  Longman^  13  Vcsey  498.  Drone  on 
Copyright  159/*). 

The  further  question,  alluded  to  in  the 
principal  case,  whether  the  state  which 
employs  the  judges  may  cUtim  copyright  in 
their  judgments,  has  never  been  decided. 
This  right  was  formerly  exercised  in 
England,  but  it  is  to  be  suspected,  that 
according  to  the  political  doctrines  of  the 
times  it  was  based  rather  on  royal  prerog- 
atire — similar  to  that  by  which  the 
printing  of  law-books  and  bibles  was 
confined  to  the  king's  patentees — than 
on  the  doctrine  of  property  in  the  state, 
as  Mr,  Drone  appears  to  think. 

The  authorized  Law  Reports  of  our 
states  are  often  published  by  an  ofiicial 
reporter,  who  takes  the  copyright  and 
makes  what  he  can  out  of  the  book,  sub- 
ject to  a  contract  to  deliver  so  many 
copies  to  the  state  free  of  charge,  and  in 
the  sale  of  the  book  not  to  exceed  a 
certain  price  per  copy.  Another  method 
is  for  the  reporter  to  receive  a  salary,  the 
publishing  of  the  reports  being  given  out 
by  contract  and  the  copyright  held  by 
the  secretary  of  state  or  other  officer  in 
trust  for  the  state.  The  Ohio  statute  in 
the  case  before  us  belongs  to  this  class, 
and  the  dictum  of  Judge  Dbuhmond, 
cited  by  complainant's  cx)un6el,  is  sup- 
ported by  a  decision  in  New  York  {/At- 


iU  T.  (rou/ef,  2  Blatch.  365),  upon  a 
somewhat  similar  law,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  by  paying  a  salary  the  state 
became  entitled  to  the  copyright,  as  far 
as  the  reporter's  own  work  was  con- 
cerned. 

The  Constitution  of  New  York  declares 
that  all  judicial  decisions  shall  be  free 
for  publication  by  any  person — a  pro- 
vision which  by  taking  it  away  seems  to 
recognise  a  right  of  property  in  the 
state. 

On  the  whole  it  seems  reasonable  to 
conclude  that  by  paying  a  compensation 
to  her  judges  the  state  acquires  copy- 
right  in  their  decisions,  and  by  express 
legislation  to  that  effect  may  control  their 
publication.  • 

Both  in  point  of  law  and  as  a  subject 
of  literary  inquiry  the  matter  of  copy- 
right in  legal  works  is  interesting.  One 
reason  for  this  is  to  be  found  in  the  char- 
acter of  legal  writing,  which  offers  little 
scope  for  beauty  of  style  or  originality, 
and  draws  its  materials  from  common 
sources,  where  it  does  not  levy  directly 
upon  the  labor  of  other  authors.  The 
cases  will  repay  a  review  in  detail. 

In  Butterwarth  v.  Robinson,  5  Ves.  709, 
the  proprietors  of  the  **  Term  Reports" 
applied  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
sale  of  an  Abridgment  of  Cases  in  the 
Courts  of  Law.  Except  in  colorably 
leaving  out  parts,  as  the  arguments  of 
counsel,  the  book  complained  of  was  a 
mere  copy  of  cases  in  the  Term  aad  other 
reports.  To  give  the  appearance  of  a 
new  work  the  chronological  order  of 
cases  was  changed  to  an  alphabetical 
one.  Lord  Louohborouoh  said  it  was 
**  an  extremely  illiberal  publication," 
and  granted  an  injunction. 

In  1838  arose  the  question  of  Leading 
Cases.  (Saunders  v.  Smithy  3  Mylne  & 
Craig  711.)  The  complainants  held  the 
copyright  of  several  reports  which  they 
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were  pirated  by  vol.  1,  part  S 
th*s  Leading  Cases."  It  was  said 
les  had  been  transferred  entire, 
t  the  work  would  become  a  sub- 
for  the  regalar  reports.  The  in- 
i  was  refnsed,  partly  on  other 
,  and  the  parties  were  remitted 
lion  at  law  to  settle  the  question 
J.    Lord  CoTTKiTHAM  semcd  to 

favor  of  the  defendants,  saying 
ether  or  not  there  was  a  piracy 
resent  case,  the  same  method  had 
iployed  in  other  works,  in  Chitty 
I,  for  instance,  where  cases  taken 
ler  works  were  printed  at  length, 
ue  of  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  he 
n3,  arose  not  from  the  report  but 
9  laborious  and  learned  notes  for 
he  report  served  as  a  starting- 
The  same  chancellor,  in  a  contest 

two  treatises  on  Passing  Bills 

Parliament,  declared  that  piracy 

depend  upon  the  quantity  of 
taken  but  its  value.  Branaodl 
jmb,  3  Mylne  &  Craig  737. 
ueet  Benning,  16  C.  B.  (81  £. 
{,)  459,  the  "Jurist,"  which  by 
of  lawyers  paid  for  the  service, 
I  the  current  decisions  of  the 
sued  the  "Monthly  Digest,*'  a 
f  current  decisions.  The  former 
al  published  head -notes  to  the 
8,  and  the  "Monthly  Digest" 

these  verbatim.  The  majority  of 
rt  held  that  there  was  a  piracy, 
^with  Jervis,  C.  J.,  who  thought 
:h  report  was  in  fact  double,  the 
n  full  being  an  expansion  of  the 
»te.  If  the  short  report  could  be 
iated,  why  not  the  longer  ?  One 
)t  avail  himself  of  another's  labors 
by  compiling  them  so  as  to  form  a 
-he  must  apply  his  own  brain  to 
ng  the  principle  of  the  decision, 
iu  it  np  in  his  own  language, 
le  at  bar  was  a  mere  mechanical 
together  of  notes  made  by 

Crowdsr,  J.,  concurred  with 
citation,  doubting  if  the  object  of 
onthly  Digest"  did  not  differ  from 


that  of  the  "  Jurist,"  and  whether  head- 
notes  could  be  considered  short  reports. 
Mauls,  J.,  dissented,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Digest  had  an  object  different 
from  that  of  the  Jurist,  namely,  to  assist 
those  who  consulted  it  in  finding  cases. 
He  further  held  that  a  head-note,  instead 
of  being  a  report  in  brief  of  the  case,  was 
a  statement  of  the  principle  decided, 
which  was  not  the  same  as  a  report.  All 
the  judges  admitted  that  the  line  to  be 
drawn  in  the  case  between  piracy  and 
not  piracy  was  a  difficult  one. 

In  Bodges  y.  Welth,  2  Irish  Eq.  866, 
Crawford  and  Dix  were  the  authors  of 
a  series  of  reports.  The  defendant  pub- 
lished a  book.  Reports  of  Cases  on  Reg- 
istry of  Electors,  in  which  he  took  from 
Crawford  and  Dix  many  cases  relating 
to  that  subject.  In  some  cases  the  re- 
ports were  taken  verbatim,  in  others  the 
wording  was  different,  one  difference 
consisting  in  the  fact  that  the  defendant's 
head-notes  were  statements  of  the  prin- 
ciple involved,  and  the  report  a  con- 
densed one,  while  in  Crawford  k  Dix's  re- 
ports the  head-notes  were  what  in  the 
preceding  case  C.  J.  Jebyis  called  a 
report  in  brief,  and  the  report  was  more 
extended.  The  defendant  always  gave 
a  reference  to  the  report  in  Crawford  & 
Dix  from  which  he  borrowed.  The  court 
held,  that  there  was  no  difference  in  the 
rules  applicable  to  a  reporter  of  judicial 
proceedings,  and  a  historian,  for  instance  ; 
both  must  use  care,  often  referring  to 
original  documents,  and  the  work  of  one 
might  just  as  well  be  pirated  as  that  of 
the  other.  Whatever  the  law  might  be 
as  to  Treatises,  the  work  complained  of 
was  not  a  Treatise  but  a  Book  of  Reports 
on  a  special  subject,  and  it  was  an  in- 
fringement, because  it  took,  not  a  few 
cases  for  illustration,  but  all  the  cases  on 
registry.  Nor  were  they  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  annotation,  but  without  note 
or  comment.  As  well  might  the  cx)mpiler 
of  a  book  of  poems  take  all  his  matter 
bodily  from  another  collection.  That 
the  defendant's  book  was  a  useful  one. 
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and  made  without  dishonorable  intention, 
oonld  not  influence  the  question. 

In  Banks  y.  McDivin,  IS  Blatchf. 
163,  the  plaintiffs  published  a  book  of 
Rules  of  Practice,  with  notes  of  decisions 
and  references.  Afterwards  the  defend- 
ant issued  a  book  of  Revised  Rules, 
copying  the  citations  in  plaintiff's  book 
with  additional  ones  of  his  own.  Most 
of  his  notes  were  identical  in  substance 
and  arrangement  with  those  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. Shipman,  J.,  held  that  there  was 
an  infringement,  it  being  evident  that  the 
plaintiff's  book  had  been  resorted  to  to 
save  the  time  and  toil  which  original  in- 
vestigation would  cost.  The  citations 
followed  the  same  order,  and  the  index 
was  almost  a  re-print  of  that  in  the  plain- 
tiff's book. 

In  MyerB  CaUagkan^  referred  to  in 
the  text,  the  defendants  published  an  an- 
notated and  condensed  edition  of  Free- 
man's Illinois  Reports.  While  the  woik 
gave  evidence  of  independent  labor  there 
were  also  tokens  that  Mr.  Freeman's 
volumes  had  been  freely  used — words  and 
sentences  had  been  copied  without  change, 
sentences  had  been  altered  in  form  only, 
and  there  was  a  similarity  in  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  two  works.  Judge  Dbum- 
MOND  decided  the  second  work  an  in- 
fringement, and  put  the  matter  as  in  a 
nutshell  when  he  said  that  it  was  a  dan- 
gerous thing  to  sit  down  with  a  copyright 
volume  of  reports  before  one  and  try  to 
make  out  an  independent  report,  though 
this  could  easily  be  done  by  the  use  of 
original  sources  of  information,  the  re- 
cords, briefs  of  counsel  and  such  like. 
The  judge  added  that  while  the  paging 
aud  arrangement  of  a  volume  might  not 
of  itself  amount  to  piracy  it  ought  to  be 
taken  into  account  with  other  matters. 

A  single  case  as  to  Forms  :  Alexander 
T.  Mackenzie^  9  Scotch  Ct.  of  Session, 
2d  scries,  748.  Alexander  published  an 
Analysis  of  Certain  Real  Estate  Statutes 
with  Forms,  and  afterwards  a  committee 
of  the  bar  prepared  a  report  with  forms 
sul^oined,  on  the  same  statutes.    It  ap- 


peared that  the  statutes  gave  only  vague 
and  general  directions  as  to  the  fonns  to 
be  used,  so  that  the  preparation  of  suit- 
able forms  was  a  work  of  skill  and  labor. 
The  two  sets  of  forms  were  alike  not 
only  in  substance  but  in  the  veiy  order 
of  arrangement,  though  there  were  some 
variances  seemingly  for  variance  sake. 
Where,  for  instance,  the  complainant's 
forms  had  (insert  date)"  the  defend- 
ant's would  read  "  (this  —  day  of—)," 
etc.  The  court  ruled  that  there  was  an 
infringement,  observing  that  thoagh  the 
materials  from  which  the  work  is  made 
are  in  medio^  yet  if  they  are  arranged 
in  new  form  the  work  is  copyright. 
And  one  of  the  judges  pronounced  the 
test  to  be :  Did  he  do  the  work  fairiy 
and  honestly  for  himself,  though  he  niaj 
occasionally  have  followed  in  the  vesd^ 
left  by  his  predecessor  ? 

As  this  note  is  confined  to  cases  of 
copyright  in  legal  writing  we  offer  but 
one  case  on  the  important  subject  of 
Abridgments,  namely,  Story  v.  Holcoah^ 
4  McLean  306,  in  which  Judge  Story's 
executors  restrained  an  Abridgment  of 
his  Commentaries  on  the  ConstimtioD. 

Mr.  Justice  McLean  laid  down  the 
prinjsiples  that  the  intent  with  which  the 
infringing  work  was  written,  however 
blameless,  was  of  little  consequence;  that 
a  fair  abridgment  was  lawful  tboogh 
injuring  the  sale  of  the  original  book ; 
but  that  a  compilation  was  not  lawful. 
He  said  "  To  copy  certain  passages 
from  a  bodk  omitting  others  is  in  do 
just  sense  an  abridgment  of  it.  It 
makes  the  work  shorter  but  it  does  not 
abridge  it.  The  judgment  is  not  exer- 
cised in  conserving  the  views  of  the  aa* 
thor.  To  abridge  is  to  preserve  the  sub- 
stance, the  essence  of  the  work,  in 
language  suited  to  such  a  purpose. 
A  compilation  consists  of  extracts  from 
different  authors,  an  abridgment  is  a  con- 
densation of  the  views  of  the  author." 
No  better  statement  of  the  nature  of  an 
abridgment  than  this  need  be  asked. 

The  question  of  the  ownership  of  ar- 
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I  in  periodicals  arose  in  the  Jarist 
Moothlj  Digest  case  before  men- 
id.  On  that  point  the  judges  were 
nimoas  that  when  a  writer  furnished 
er  to  a  periodical  and  was  paid  there- 
he  copyright,  unless  by  special  ar- 
^inent,  belonged  to  the  proprietor  of 
ablication.  We  hare  already  seen 
I  state  reporter  paid  by  salary  stands 
s  position  to  the  state.  (Little  y. 
supra,) 

e  or  two  cases  on  Legal  Treatises 
be  added  more  as  matter  of  legal 
graphy  than  as  establishing  any 
irinciple.  In  Sweei  y.  Caters  11 
[18  572,  eqoity  proceedings  were 

against  a  book  on  the  Sale  and 
3yance  of  Real  Property,  with  Fre- 
ts, by  William  Hughes,  as  being  a 
r  of  Sugden's  well  known  work  on 
Drs  and  Porchasers.  The  report  of 
fie  informs  us  only  that  the  passages 
were  so  many  and  so  lengthy  as  to 
tnte  a  piracy,  and  that  the  parties 
remitted  to  an  action  at  law. 
Archbold  r.  Sioeet,  5  Carr.  &  P. 
Sir,  Archbold,  author  of  the  work 
eading  and  Practice  in  Criminal 
,  sold  his  copyright  to  a  publisher, 
Bsued  an  edition  without  Archbold* s 
on,  edited  by  another  hand,  full  of 
,  bat  calculated  by  the  appearance 

title-page  to  pass  for  Mr.  Arch- 
1  own  work.  Lord  Tenterdxk  in- 
Bd  the  jury  upon  the  errors  pointed 
md  the  not  very  generous  verdict 


of  five  pounds  was  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, Mr.  Archbold. 

Two  rules  we  think  may  be  deduced 
from  the  foregoing  review. 

1.  The  work  must  be  independent — 
we  cannot  say  original — in  performance. 
The  author  must  draw  his  matter  from 
original  sources,  must  adopt  a  plan  of 
arrangement  for  himself,  and  even  in  the 
citation  of  authorities  there  must  be 
something  beyond  the  mechanical  labor, 
great  as  thai  may  be,  of  verifying  the 
volume  and  page  of  references  taken 
from  other  works. 

8.  The  work  must  be  independent  in 
its  object.  In  other  words,  reference 
must  be  had  to  the  part  which  works  bor- 
rowed from  bear  in  the  plan  of  the  book. 
Here  lies  the  difference  between  a  work 
like  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  and  a  col- 
lection of  decisions  on  a  special  topic 
or  a  series  of  annotated  reports.  The 
design  and  value  of  the  former  work 
consists  in  the  notes,  to  which  the 
cases  borrowed  serve  but  as  texts ;  the 
object  of  the  latter  is  to  make  profit  out 
of  the  labor  of  another  by  putting  it  into 
a  more  accessible  form,  or  adding  to  its 
instructiveness. 

If  the  work  is  thus  independent  it 
makes  no  difference  if  it  supplants  the 
book  upon  which  it  is  founded — ^if  it  is 
not,  the  usefidness  of  the  book  is  no  ex- 
cuse for  the  infringement. 

Charubs  Chaunobt  Sayaob. 


Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin, 
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an  action  for  personal  injuries  the  court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  at  the  trial 
the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  personal  examination  by  physicians  on  behalf  of 
!ant 

:>n  a  street  railway  a  separate  track  was  used  for  the  cars  going  in  each  direc- 
ind  frogs  were  so  placed  as  to  prevent  cars,  going  in  the  proper  direction, 
being  thrown  from  the  track  while  going  upon  or  leaving  a  switch-bridge.  A 
I  wagon  having  broken  down  on  the  bridge  upon  one  of  the  tracks,  a  car  ap- 
ling  thereon  was  necessarily  lifted  to  the  other  track,  and  being  then  driven 
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rapidly  apon  the  bridge,  was  thrown  from  the  track,  injuring  a  passenger.  Hdd, 
that  the  company  was  not  negligent  in  not  placing  frogs  so  as  to  prerent  a  car  thu 
going  in  the  wrong  direction  upon  the  track  from  being  thrown  off,  bat  that  the 
question  whether  the  itpeed  with  which  the  car  was  driven  upon  the  bridge  was  not, 
under  the  circumstances,  negligent,  was  for  the  jury. 

To  justify  the  assessment  of  damages  for  future  or  permanent  disabilitr,  it  most 
appear  that  continued  or  permanent  disability  is  reasonably  certain  to  result  from  the 
injury  complained  of. 

Appeal  from  County  Goart,  Milwaukee  County. 

This  action  was  brought  hj  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  her  through  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  company,  its  agents  and  servants,  while 
riding  in  one  of  its  street  cars.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  briefly 
as  follows :  The  defendant  operates  two  tracks  of  street  railway, 
running  north  and  south  on  East  Water  and  Reed  streets,  in  the 
city  of  Milwaukee.  These  streets  abut  each  other  at  the  Menomi- 
nee river,  and  are  connected  by  a  swing-bridge  across  that  river 
near  the  Union  depot.  The  tracks  are  laid  upon  the  bridge.  The 
west  track  is  used  exclusively  for  cars  going  south,  and  the  east 
track  for  those  going  north.  At  the  time  of  the  injury,  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  passenger  in  one  of  the  cars  of  the  defendant  going  north 
on  the  east  track  on  Reed  street,  which  is  the  street  south  of  the 
river.  A  loaded  wagon  bad  broken  down  on  the  bridge  and  ob- 
structed that  track.  The  car  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  riding  wss 
safely  and  properly  removed  to  the  west  track,  and  just  as  it  was 
driven  upon  the  bridge  the  forward  wheels  left  the  track.  The  jolt 
of  the  car  caused  thereby  threw  the  plaintiff  from  her  seat,  and 
caused  the  injury  complained  of,  which  was  a  bruise  of  one  of  her 
limbs  below  the  knee.  The  ends  of  the  rails  of  the  west  track  on 
the  south  abutment  next  the  bridge  were  constructed  with  frogs, 
which  seem  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  widening  of  the  rails  at  the 
ends.  There  were  also  frogs  on  the  ends  of  the  rails  on  the  bridge 
next  the  north  abutment  thereof.  The  same  rail  was  used  on  the 
east  track,  the  frogs  being  upon  the  ends  of  the  rails  on  the  north 
abutment,  and  on  the  bridge  next  the  south  abutment  Thus  it 
will  be  seen  that  whichever  way  the  bridge  was  turned,  the  location 
of  the  frogs  was  the  same.  The  purpose  of  these  frogs  was  to 
overcome  the  disturbance  of  the  rail  by  the  swaying  of  the  bridge, 
and  to  keep  the  car-wheels  on  the  track  when  they  should  strike 
the  bridge  or  the  abutment,  although  the  track  might  be  out  of 
line.    It  will  thus  be  seen  that  no  precautions  were  employed  in 
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construction  of  the  tracks  with  reference  to  a  car  running,  as 
this  car,  north  on  the  west  track. 

he  testimony  given  on  the  trial  tends  to  show  that  the  car  was 
g  driven  rapidly  when  it  jumped  the  track.  In  answer  to  the 
men,  What  caused  said  car  to  leave  the  track  and  strike  the 
I  of  the  bridge  V*  the  jury  answered,  "  Fast  driving,  and  the 
nee  of  a  frog  on  the  west  track  of  the  bridge."  The  jury  also 
id  the  defendant  was  negligent  and  the  plaintiff  was  not :  that 
plaintiff  sustained  temporary  injury  to  the  right  leg,  which  may 
e  permanent,  and  assessed  her  damages  at  $650.  A  motion 
inew  trial  was  denied,  and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
aant  to  the  verdict.  The  defendant  appealed  from  the  judgment. 

I.  K.  AdamSf  for  respondent. 

'Ogers  ^  Mann  and  E.  P.  Smithy  for  appellant. 

YON,  J. — It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  no 
cient  evidence  was  given  upon  the  trial  to  support  the  finding 
the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  which  caused  the  inju- 
complained  o£  We  do  not  think  that  negligence  can  be  im- 
d  to  the  defendant  by  reason  of  the  manner  in  which  it  con- 
:ted  its  railway.  The  track  seems  to  have  been  laid  in  the  usual 
proper  manner,  and  the  frogs  placed  in  the  proper  positions  to 
I  the  cars  upon  the  track  when  they  passed  the  bridge.  In 
pf  the  direction  in  which  the  cars  were  moved  on  the  respec- 
tracks,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require  the  defendant  to 
truct  its  tracks  to  guard  against  a  contingency  such  as  occurred 
lie  present  case.  Moreover,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  mm- 
\  in  this  respect,  has  violated  any  of  the  requirements  of  its 
ter,  or  any  order  or  direction  of  the  authorities  of  the  city  of 
raukee.  It  is  obvious,  however,  that  a  car  passing  north  on 
rest  track  from  the  south  abutment  to  the  bridge  (as  was  the 
Q  question)  would  be  much  more  liable  to  leave  the  track  than 
;oing  in  the  opposite  direction  on  the  same  track.  This  fact 
d  render  it  the  duty  of  the  servants  of  the  defendant  in 
;e  of  the  car,  to  exercise  more  caution  to  keep  the  car  on  the 
;,  than  would  be  required  were  it  moving  in  the  opposite  direc- 
Manifestly  the  most  effectual  precaution  that  could  be  used 
ep  the  car  on  the  track,  or,  at  least,  to  prevent  injury  to  pas- 
jrs  if  it  left  the  track,  would  be  to  drive  slowly  from  the  abut- 
'OL.  XXXIII.— 67 
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ment  of  the  bridge.  The  testimony  in  the  case,  although  conflict- 
ing, tends  to  show  that  this  car  was  driven  rapidly  at  that  point. 
Whether  moying  the  car  at  such  a  rate  of  speed  was  or  was  not 
negligence  is  peculiarly  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  The  find- 
ing in  that  behalf  is  supported  by  the  evidence.  We  conclude, 
therefore,  that  there  was  no  error  in  submitting  the  question  of 
defendant's  negligence  to  the  jury,  and  the  verdict  on  that  question 
cannot  be  disturbed. 

The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  and  some  of  her  witnesses 
tends  to  show  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  she  had  not  recovered 
from  the  effect  of  the  injuries ;  that  her  limb  was  not  then  in  a 
normal  condition ;  and  that  the  effect  of  such  injuries  would  or 
might  be  permanent.  She  testified  that  five  physicians  had  exam- 
ined her  limb,  among  whom  was  Dr.  Hare.  During  the  trial  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  made  the  following  request,  and  the  following 
proceedings  were  thereupon  had ;  "  Defendant's  Counsel. — We  ask 
of  the  court  to  direct  the  plaintiff,  who  is  now  present,  to  submit 
her  limb  for  examination  in  a  private  room  attached  to  the  court- 
room, privately,  to  Drs.  Senn  and  Hare,  who  are  now  present,  and 
that  if  she  wish  she  can  be  accompanied  by  any  of  her  own  female 
friends  who  are  present,  or  any  other  physician  whom  she  chooses. 
Court. — I  do  not  see  anything  improper  in  the  request,  but  I  do 
not  think  I  have  any  authority  to  compel  a  suitor  to  submit,  in  a 
case  of  this  kind,  to  any  examination  against  his  or  her  will ;  I 
therefore  refuse  the  application.  (Defendant  excepts.)  PlaintifTs 
counsel  says :  *  The  plaintiff  herself  declines  to  have  the  examination 
in  the  absence  of  her  physician,  who,  as  her  attorney  is  informed 
and  believes,  has  left  the  city  since  he  has  been  on  the  witness 
stand.'  " 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  court  denied  this  request  on  the  sole 
ground  that  he  had  no  authority  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  an  exam- 
ination against  her  will.  On  principle  and  authority  we  are  satis- 
fied that  this  was  error.  The  then  condition  of  the  injured  limb 
had  a  most  important  bearing  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff's  injuries  were  permanent,  and  an  examination  at  that  time, 
the  results  of  which  would  have  been  put  in  evidence  before  the 
jury,  would  in  all  probability  have  greatly  aided  them  in  determin- 
ing the  extent  and  consequence  of  the  injury.  It  would,  or  might 
have  been  more  satisfactory  and  conclusive  evidence  on  that  subject 
than  the  statements  of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  opinions  of  the  medical 
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esses.  The  application  for  her  examination  contained  in  it 
7  reasonable  safeguard  against  offending  the  modesty  or  delicacy 
le  plaintiff,  and  although  she  might  shrink  from  the  examination 
the  ends  of  justice  imperatively  demanded  that  she  submit  to  it 
b  examinations  are  frequently  ordered  by  courts  in  cases  of 
rce  for  impotency,  and  in  cases  of  alleged  pregnancy,  and  the 
iority  of  the  court  to  order  them  has  never  been  questioned,  m 
IS  we  are  advised. 

1  Walsh  V.  Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.  884,  the  power  of  the  court  in 
oper  case  to  order  a  personal  examination  is  asserted,  and  it  is 
e  said  that  it  rests  upon  the  same  principle  as  does  the  power  to 
pel  the  discovery  of  books,  papers  and  documents,  the  difference 
g  that  in  a  case  like  this  the  principle  extends  to  things  or  sub« 
ces  as  well.  Schrceder  v.  Chicago  R.  L  ^  P.  Ry.  Co.^  47  Iowa 
,  is  to  the  same  effect.  The  opinion  of  Beck,  J.,  in  that  case, 
of  Jones,  J.,  in  Walsh  v.  Sai/re,'supra,  contain  very  able  and 
ifactory  discussions  of  this  question.  It  is  said  by  the  learned 
isel  for  the  plaintiff  that  it  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
t  to  order  or  refuse  an  examination.    Perhaps  it  does.  But 

discretion  has  not  been  exercised  here.  The  court  expressly 
ed  the  application  because  of  alleged  want  of  power  to  grant  it. 
hold  that  in  a  proper  case  the  court  has  power  to  order  an  ex- 
lation,  and  that  this  is  a  proper  case  in  which  to  exercise  it. 
^  has  already  been  stated  that  to  the  question,  What  injury 
the  plaintiff  sustain,  if  any,  by  such  accident?"  the  jury  an- 
•ed :  "  Temporary  injury  to  the  right  leg,  which  may  prove 
Qanent."    This  is  but  little,  if  anything,  more  than  a  finding 

the  injury  may  possibly  be  permanent.  A  mere  possible  con- 
ance  of  disability  by  reason  of  an  injury  is  not  a  proper  element 
lamages.  To  justify  the  jury  in  assessing  damages  for  future 
ermanent  disability,  it  must  appear  by  the  proofs  that  continued 
lermanent  disability  is  reasonably  certain  to  result  from  the  in- 
f  complained  of.  It  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  jury  predicated 
r  assessment  of  damages  in  part  upon  the  possibility  of  perma- 
t  injury.  This  also  is  error.  Other  errors  were  assigned  and 
led  by  counsel,  but  as  the  above  views  are  decisive  of  the  cage 
I  unnecessary  to  consider  them.  The  judgment  of  the  county 
rb  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  will  be  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


r 
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Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska. 

SIOUX  CITY  A  PACIFIC  RAILROAD  COMPANY  v.  FINLAYSON. 

It  is  not  error  for  the  court,  daring  the  progress  of  a  trial,  to  refuse  to  order  the 
plaintiff,  who  sues  for  injuries  to  his  person,  to  submit  to  an  examination  of  his  per- 
son by  physicians  who  are  witnesses  for  the  defendant,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing 
whateyer  that  justice  would  be  promoted  thereby,  and  especially  so  when  the  plain- 
tiff submits  to  an  examination  by  such  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  jury. 

This  was  an  action  for  damages  resulting  from  a  personal  injury 
caused  by  the  explosion  of  an  engine  belonging  to  defendants.  A 
number  of  questions  were  raised  in  the  case,  but  only  that  portion 
of  the  opinion  is  given  which  relates  to  the  point  referred  to  in  the 
syllabus. 

L.  W.  Osbom  and  cTby,  Wright  ^  Hudson^  for  plaintiff. 
George  W.  Doane  and  Ballard  ^  Walton,^  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Reese,  J.  (after  deciding  other  questions  raised  by  the  case). — 
The  record  shows  that  after  the  defendant  in  error  had  introduced 
all  his  testimony  on  the  trial,  and  had  rested  his  case,  the  "  defend- 
ant (plaintiff  in  error)  moved  the  court  to  direct  the  plaintiff  to 
allow  the  physicians,  called  on  the  part  of  the  defence,  to  make  an 
examination  of  his  person  with  reference  to  his  alleged  injuries  for 
which  he  now  seeks  to  recover.  The  court  ruled  that  it  had  no 
power  to  make  such  an  order;  to  which  ruling  defendant  excepts.*' 
Error  is  assigned  in  this  court  based  upon  this  record.  If  such 
examination  was  proper  to  be  made,  and  if  the  defendant  in  error, 
upon  application  bad  refused  to  allow  it  to  be  done,  we  are  inclined 
to  believe  the  court  had  the  power  to  make  and  enforce  such  an 
order.  It  is  fundamental  that,  if  a  decision  or  ruling  of  a  court  is 
correct,  the  fact  that  the  reason  assigned  therefor  by  the  court, 
when  making  it,  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  order ;  the  fact  of 
such  deficient  reason  being  given  will  not  vitiate  the  ruling  or  order. 
The  question  now  before  us  is,  did  the  court  err  in  its  refusal  to 
make  the  order  requested  ?  We  think  not.  It  is  not  the  province 
of  courts  to  make  useless  and  unnecessary  orders  simply  because 
they  are  so  requested.  There  was  no  showing  made  to  the  court 
that  permission  to  make  the  examination  had  been  refused  by  defend- 
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n  error,  nor  that  any  such  permission  had  been  requested, 
e  is  no  showing  of  any  kind  that  such  examination  was  neces- 
In  order  to  aid  defendant  in  error  in  making  its  defence ;  indeed 

was  no  intimation  made  that  any  good  could  possibly  result  or 
it  be  derived  from  such  an  examination.  The  request  was  made 
8  midst  of  the  trial.  The  court  was  asked  to  stop  the  trial 
end  out  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit  for  examination.  Again,  this 
}st  hardly  possessed  all  the  elements  of  fairness.  The  court 
isked  to  virtually  place  the  defendant  in  error  in  the  hands  of 
efence.  It  was  not  sought  to  have  the  examination  made  by 
terested  and  unbiased  surgeons  whom  the  parties  might  select 
e  court  appoint,  but  by  the  "  physicians  called  upon  the  part 
e  defence."  Again,  the  record  shows  that,  when  the  witnesses 
le  part  of  the  defence  w^ere  placed  upon  the  stand  to  testify 

the  question  of  the  alleged  injury,  the  defendant  in  error  was 
I  to  ^^step  forward  and  allow  the  witness  to  examine  him;" 
1  he  did. 

le  record  further  shows  that  the  defendant  in  error  was  asked 
tnove  his  coat  and  vest,  which  he  does,  and  the  witness  exam- 
the  back,  sides,  and  other  portions  of  the  body  of  the  plaintiff, 
Eis  to  his  breathing ;  also  the  condition  of  his  eyes,  the  muscles 
e  leg,  the  condition  of  the  tongue  and  of  the  pulse."  From 
it  would  seem  that  even  if  the  court  had  erred  by  its  refusal  to 
)  the  order,  that  error  was  cured  by  the  examination  made  by 
mt  of  defendant  in  error.  The  only  case  cited  by  plaintiff  in 
in  support  of  his  position  is  Schrosder  v.  (7.,  It.  I.  ^  P. 
47  Iowa  375.  But  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between  that 
and  this.  In  that  case  the  request  was  made  after  the  jury 
impanelled,  but  before  any  of  the  testimony  was  heard.  The 
cation  was  in  writing,  and  requested  th^  examination  to  be  made 
"  proper  number  of  physicians  to  be  selected,  in  equal  numbers 
laintiff  and  defendant,  and  it  was  proposed  by  defendant  that 
i?n  medical  officer  should  not  be  one  of  the  number ;  *  *  »- 
in  support  of  this  application  the  affidavit  of  a  surgeon  and 
ician  in  the  employment  of  defendant  was  filed,  stating  that  he 
professionally  attended  plaintiff  immediately  after  he  was  in- 
d,  and  had  made  personal  observation  of  plaintiff*s  condition, 
bad  heard  his  testimony  at  the  former  trial,  and  it  was  his  belief, 
i  upon  these  means  of  knowledge,  that  his  injuries  were  not 
ke  character  claimed  by  him,  and  that  the  truth  of  the  matter 
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could  be  ascertained  by  a  proper  personal  examination  of  plain- 
tiff." It  also  appears  in  that  case  that  an  effort  was  made  to  pro- 
care  an  examination  of  plaintiff  in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  bs 
was  done  in  this  case,  but  the  plaintiff  refused  to  submit  to  it,  and 
the  court  would  not  order  it;  and  that,  too,  after  the  plaintiff  had 
testified  that  his  back  and  internal  organs  were  affected  by  the  in- 
jury, and  that  one  of  his  legs  was  disabled  to  an  extent  that 
deprived  him  of  its  full  use,  and  that  he  thought  it  appeared  to  be 
smaller  and  somewhat  shrunken."  Our  attention  has  been  called 
to  no  other  case  upon  this  subject,  and  we  know  of  no  other  holding 
as  the  Iowa  case.  As  to  the  soundness  of  the  position  taken  by 
that  court  we  have  nothing  to  say.  The  question  is  not  before  us. 
It  is  enough  to  say  that  under  the  authority  of  that  case  it  cannot 
be  made  to  appear  that  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  case  was 
erroneous,  or  that  it  abused  its  discretion  in  refusing  to  make  the 
order  sought. 

The  next  question  presented  by  plaintiff  in  error  is  that  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  is  not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence.  With  the 
exception  hereafter  noticed,  we  cannot  agree  with  the  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  We  have  already  in  some  degree  discussed  the 
evidence  and  facts  of  the  case,  and  the  length  of  the  record  most 
prevent  any  further  discussion  thereof.  We  have  carefully  exam- 
ined the  record,  and  conclude  the  evidence  will  sustain  a  verdict  for 
defendant  in  error.  The  last  matter  presented  for  consideration  is 
that  the  verdict  is  excessive.  To  this  proposition  we  assent  The 
testimony  shows  that  at  the  time  he  received  the  injury  the  defend- 
ant in  error  was  about  25  years  of  age.  While  the  testimony  of 
the  physicians  leave  it  in  doubt  as  to  his  final  and  complete  recovery, 
it  appears  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  he  had  so  far  recovered  from 
his  injury  as  to  be  engaged  in  business,  and  to  be  able  to  devote 
most  of  his  time  thereto.    The  injury  is  defined  and 

described  by 

the  physicians  as  concussion  of  the  spinal  cord,  by  which  ^ 
eased  or  abnormal  condition  of  the  nervous  system  is 

prodaced, 

affecting  his  general  health  to  some  extent,  and  depriving  hi^ 
the  ability  to  engage  in  active  physical  labor,  and  perhaps  rend^^^S 
him  unfit  to  engage  in  his  buiness  as  railroad  engineer. 
retained  his  mental  faculties  to  their  full  extent.    At  times  t^^ 
free  from  pain ;  at  others  he  has  a  soreness  and  pain  in  his  b^^' 
There  was  no  laceration  of  any  part  of  his  body,  no  fracture  of  *7 
bones.    There  is  supposed  to  be  no  injury  to  the  bones  of^  '^'^ 
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ftl  colamn.  The  physical  or  visible  evidences  have  disappeared, 
some  of  the  physicians  give  it  as  their  opinion  that  there  will 
oately  be  a  substantial  but  perhaps  not  a  complete  recovery, 
elieving  that  the  verdict  is  excessive,  the  judgment  and  decision 
lis  court  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  be  set  aside 
a  new  trial  granted,  unless  the  defendant  in  error  enter  a 
ittitur  of  the  sum  of  $3000  within  80  days  from  this  date.  If 
L  remittitur  is  filed,  the  judgment,  to  the  extent  of  $6260,  will 
ffirmed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


)  one  who  considers  the  qaestton, 
r  upon  principle  or  authoritj,  it  seems 
ising  that  it  should  ever  have  been 
ted  that,  as  held  in  the  principal  case 
^kiie  y.  Milwaukee  City  Ry.  Co,^  in 
;tion  for  personal  injuries,  the  court 
in  a  proper  case,  direct  the  plain- 
0  submit  to  a  personal  examination 
^jsicians  on  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
maxim,  believe  half  what  jou  see 
ft  twentieth  part  of  what  you  hear," 
»  a  comparison  not  alti^ther  un- 
between  the  value  of  evidence  ad- 
led  primarily  to  the  senses  and  parol 
nonj  as  ordinarily  introduced  in  our 
ts  of  justice.  "  In  judicial  proceed- 
the  judge  or  jury  can  seldom  act 
s/y  upon  evidence  of  this  description 
tressed  to  the  senses],  though,  when 
nancy  is  pleaded,  a  jury  of  matrons 
napowered  to  decide  the  issue  upon 
nination  of  the  person  of  the  prisoner; 
in  a  vast  number  of  instances,  espe- 
j  where  the  fact  in  dispute  is  sought 
!  proved  by  circimistantial  evidence, 
rcrdict  will  be  found  to  rest  mate- 
J  upon  matters  submitted  to  the  oc- 
inspection  of  the  jury  1  Taylor 
Sv.  (7th  London  ed.)  {  554  ;  Bayn- 
:  Caw,  14  How.  St.  Pr.  630,  631, 
;  1  Hale  368;  2  Id.  413;  Reg.  v. 
^herly,  8  C.  &  P.  262.  In  tl»e  last 
,  decided  in  1 888,  the  practice  in  such 
s  is  described.  The  matrons  in  this 
having  desired  the  assistance  of  a 
it  was  decided  that  they  should 
im  into  the  court  room :  the  surcfeon 


was  directed  to  retire  and  examine  the 
prisoner,  and  upon  his  return  was  sworn 
and  examined  as  an  ordinary  witness  in 
open  court.  See,  also,  1  Bish.  Crim. 
Proc.  {  1 328  ;  State  v.  Arden^  1  Bay 
487. 

The  practice  in  suits  to  declare  a  mar- 
riage null  on  the  ground  of  impotence 
will  be  found  in  2  Bish.  Crim.  Proc. 
{  590,  from  which  it  appears. that  it  is  set- 
tled law,  both  in  England  and  the  United 
States,  to  order  an  inspection  of  the  per- 
son in  such  cases.  See  Devanbagh  v. 
Devanbaghf  5  Paige  554  ;  Le  Barron  v. 
Le  Barrotif  85  Vt.  865  ;  Anon,,  85  Ala. 
226. 

Another  case  in  which  inspection  of 
the  person  was  the  established  practice 
was  upon  appeals  of  mayhem.  **  When 
upon  an  appeal  of  mayhem,  the  issue 
joined  is  whether  it  be  mayhem  or  no 
mayhem,  this  shall  be  decided  by  the  court 
upon  inspection,  for  which  purpose  they 
may  call  in  the  assistance  of  surgeons 
3  Bl.  Com.  332  ;  2  RoUe's  Abr.  578. 
Although  appeals  of  mayhem  are  obso- 
lete, the  ancient  practice  in  such  cases 
may  well  be  cited  to  show  the  general 
spirit  and  methods  of  the  common  law 
where  an  examination  of  the  person  is 
necessary  to  advance  the  interests  of 
j  ustice. 

Cases  holding  that  a  prisoner  accused 
of  crime  cannot  be  compelled  to  submit 
to  an  examination  of  his  or  her  person 
when  the  results  of  such  examination 
might  furnish  evideAce  against  himself  or 


636 


WELLS  V.  TUCKER. 


herself,  do  not  militate  against  the  poei- 
tioD  of  the  principal  case,  on  account  of 
the  constitutional  provision  that  no  per- 
son shall  be  compelled  in  anj  criminal 
case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself.  See 
People  V.  McCoy,  45  How.  Pr.  216. 

The  well-considered  cases  of  WcUsh  r. 
Sayre,  52  How.  Pr.  334 ;  and  Sdmeder 
V.  The  Chicago,  R.  A  ^  P.  Co,,  47 
Iowa  375,  are  the  only  cases  with  which 
we  are  acquainted,  besides  the  principal 
cases,  bearing  directly  upon  the  point  in 
question  ;  and  if  any  authority  were  ne- 
cessary, these  would  seem  to  be  condu- 
siye  upon  the  question.  We  do  not  be- 
lieve the  doctrine  of  these  cases  can  ever 
be  successfully  controverted,  founded  as 
they  are  upon  the  soundest  reason  and 
being  necessary  to  the  interests  of  justice. 

Makshall  D.  Ewbll. 

Chicago. 


Since  the  foregoing  note  was  written 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska  has 
agfiin  passed  upon  the  question  involved 
in  the  principal  case  of  Sioux  City  ^  P, 
R.R,  Co,  V.  Hniayson,  and  has  adhered  to 
that  decision  :  Stuart  v.  Havens,  22  N. 
W.  Rep.  419.    The  case  of  Hatfield  v. 


St.  Paul  ^  D.  Rd.  Co,,  22  Id.  176,  re- 
cently decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Minnesota,  may  also  be  read  with  profit. 
In  the  latter  case,  which  was  an  sedoo 
for  personal  injuries,  it  was  held  thst  the 
court  has  power  in  a  proper  case  asd 
under  proper  circumstances  to  require 
the  plaintiff  to  perform  a  physical  act 
in  the  presence  of  the  jury,  that  will  show 
the  nature'  and  extent  of  his  injuries,  hot 
that  the  propriety  of  doing  so  in  a  gives 
case  rests  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
trial  court.  In  this  case  the  wieotitradided 
evidence  of  a  number  of  witnesses  showed 
that  since  receiving  the  tnjuiy  complained 
of  the  plaintiff  was  lame  and  "limped" 
when  she  walked  ;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  court  committed  no  error  in  reftiHnig 
to  require  her  to  walk  across  the  conrt 
room  in  the  presence  of  the  jory.  In 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  coot, 
MiTCHSLL,  J.,  referred  to  the  case  of 
Schxeder  r.' Chicago,  ^c,  /?.  R,  Co,,  and 
conceded  the  correctness  of  the  priudpie 
contended  for  in  the  above  note.  Upon 
the  whole  no  reason  appears  why  we 
should  change  the  opinion  already  above 
stated. 

M.  D.E. 


Supreme  Court  of  Vermont 
WELLS  V.  TUCKER. 

Wliere  a  sale  is  made  of  land,  separate  portions  of  which  are  subject  to  sepw^^ 
mortgages,  and  the  vendee  as  part  of  the  price  assumes  the  payment  of  said  mort' 
gages,  and  subsequently  the  vendor  is  compelled  to  pay  one  of  them,  the  vendee  can- 
not maintain  a  bill  against  the  vendor  to  redeem  the  land  from  such  mortgage  with- 
out also  paying  the  other  mortgage. 

Bill  in  Equity.  Defendant  Tucker,  owning  a  farm  on  each 
undivided  half  of  which  rested  separate  mortgages  given  by  bim, 
conveyed  the  same  to  defendant  Wells,  the  deed  referring  to  said 
mortgages,  describing  the  notes  thereby  secured,  and  stating  that 
"  said  Wells  assumed  the  payment  of  said  notes  agreeably  to  their 
tenor,  and  to  save  the  said  Tucker  harmless  and  indemnified  there- 
from    and  the  amount  due  on  said  mortgage  was  reckoned 


WELLS  V.  TUCKER. 


687 


rt  of  the  purchase-money.  Wells  accepted  said  deed,  and  went 
possession  under  it ;  and  on  May  1st  1881,  conveyed  bis  equity 
ademption  to  his  mother,  who  now,  with  his  wife  who  claimed 
state  of  homestead,  filed  this  bill  to  redeem  one  of  said  mort- 
s  as  against  Tucker  who  had  been  compelled  to  pay  it,  without 
eming  the  other.  The  master  found  that  the  trade  for  the  farm 
s  all  one  trade,"  and  the  assumption  of  the  mortgages  all  one 
nption." 

P.  Lamson  and  S.  C.  Shurtleffy  for  complainants. 

A.  ^  Cfeo.  W.  Wing  J  for  defendant  Tucker. 

le  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
)WELL,  J. — By  accepting  the  deed  from  Tucker  and  going  into 
ssion  under  it,  Wells  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  both  mort- 
I  as  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  to  save  Tucker  harmless 
ndemnified  therefrom.  As  between  Tucker  and  Wells,  Wells 
by  became  primarily  liable  for  the  payment  of  said  mort- 
[,  and  Tucker  became  his  surety  therefor,  and  the  land  became 
rimary  fund  out  of  which  payment  was  to  be  made.  It  m 
Wells  failing  to  pay  as  he  agreed,  that  Tucker  could  pay  and 
brogated  in  equity  to  the  mortgage  security ;  but  this  is  not 
nly  effect  of  Wells's  agreement.  By  it  the  two  mortgages  were 
lidated  and  made  one  as  to  Wells  and  all  persons  claiming 
*  him,  and  the  burden  of  each  was  annexed  to,  and  made  to  rest 
the  whole  land ;  and  this,  not  because  the  lien  of  each  was 
by  actually  extended  over  the  whole  land,  but  because  of  the 
eict  itself,  which  equity  takes  cognisance  of,  and  will  enforce 
'or  of  Tucker  as  against  Wells  and  all  persons  standing  in  his 

e  case  of  Welch  v.  Beers,  8  Allen  151,  is  full  authority  for 
iew,  and  was  thus :  Prescott  held  a  mortgage  for  $500  on  a 
I  tract  of  land,  and  had  taken  possession  to  foreclose.  After 
taking  of  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagor  conveyed  a  part  of  the 
with  an  agreement  recited  in  the  deed,  that  the  grantee 
led  and  was  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  mortgage  as  a  part  of 
)urchase-money.  Afterwards  the  mortgagor  conveyed  th^ 
nder  of  the  tract  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee,  not  covenanted 
Bt  the  mortgage,  but  with  an  express  understanding  that  it 
o  be  paid  in  full  by  the  prior  purchaser.  Prescott  subse- 
.  XXXIII.— 6S 

r 

I 


588 


WELLS  p.  TUCKER. 


quently  took  a  new  mortgage  of  the  first  part  for  $1200,  with  full 
knowledge  of  said  agreement,  and  the  value  of  that  part  was  more 
than  enongh  to  pay  the  $500  mortgage.  Held^  that  the  plaintiffs 
part  of  the  land  was  exempt  from  said  last-mentioned  mortgage, 
not  because  his  deed  of  warranty  left  the  whole  burden  of  it  to  rest 
upon  the  other  part,  but  because  said  agreement  expressly  annexed 
it  to  such  part  before  the  plaintiff  purchased. 

This  is  very  analogous  to  the  rule  in  equity,  that  when  land 
subject  to  mortgage  is  sold  by  the  mortgagor  in  separate  parcels  to 
different  purchasers,  without  an  assumption  by  them  of  any  part 
of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  the  deeds  are  duly  recorded,  or  actual 
notice  is  had  of  the  state  of  the  title  and  the  subsisting  equities,  the 
purchasers,  as  between  themselves,  are  charged,  and  must  cod- 
tribute  in  the  inverse  order  of  the  time  of  their  purchases.  This 
rule  rests  upon  the  ground,  that  when  a  mortgagor  sells  a  part  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  without  reference  to  the  incumbrance,  it  is 
right,  as  between  him  and  the  purchaser,  that  the  part  still  held  by 
him  should  be  first  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  so 
equity  charges  it  with  such  payment.  But  this  is  not,  as  was  said 
in  Welch  v.  BeerSy  because  a  deed  of  warranty  of  part,  of  itself, 
directly  creates  a  lien  on  the  remainder  for  the  whole  amount  of 
the  mortgage,  but  because  equity  recognises  the  mortgagor  s  con- 
tract as  binding  on  subsequent  purchasers  who  take  with  notice 
thereof. 

So  here,  it  is  right  as  between  Tucker  and  Wells,  that  Wells 
should  pay  both  mortgages  before  holding  any  part  of  the  farm  free 
from  either;  and  a  court  of  equity  would  not  aid  him,  as  against 
Tucker,  to  redeem  one  of  them  only,  and  thus  enable  him  to  hold 
an  undivided  half  of  the  farm  free  from  both,  for  this  would  be  con- 
trary to  the  spirit  of  his  agreement,  and  he  who  seeks  equity  must 
do  equity.  And  the  complainants  have  no  better  right  than  Wells 
himself  had,  for  they  sit  in  his  seat. 

Decree  affirmed  and  cause  remanded. 
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ABSTRACTS  OF  RECENT  DECISIONS.  * 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.* 
SUPREME  COURT  OF  ILLINOIS. • 
COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS  OF  MARYLAND.' 
SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS.* 

Admiralty. 

acttce — Amendment  of  Libel  on  Appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court — Col- 
— Evidence — Findings  of  Board  of  Local  Inspectors. — Where 
iQ  claims  for  damage  were  rejected  by  the  District  Court  because 
icladed  in  the  original  libel,  held,  that  the  Circuit  Court  on  appeal 
in  its  discretion  permit  libellants  to  file  a  supplemental  and 
ded  libel  setting  up  such  claims  :  The  North  Carolina^  15  Pet.  40, 
iguished  :  The  CJuirles  Morgan,  S.  C.  U.  8.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 
e  findings  of  the  board  of  local  inspectors,  and  the  documents  con- 
d  therewith,  in  a  proceeding  instituted  under  Kev.  Stat.,  sect.  4450, 
1  investigation  of  the  facts  connected  with  a  collision,  so  far  as 
had  a  bearing  on  the  conduct  of  the  licensed  officers  on  board  the 
,  are  inadmissible  in  a  collision  suit  in  admiralty  when  offered  by 
efendants  as  tending  to  affect  the  evidence  offered  by  the  libellants 
)w  that  their  boat  was  in  her  proper  position  and  had  proper  watches 
ights  set  at  the  time  of  the  collision  :  Id, 

Agent.    See  Bank;  Comm^  Carrier, 

ntract — Associaium  of  Railroad  Companies — Partnership — Con- 
by  one  Company/,  whether  Binding  on  all — Rebate  of  Freight — 
mce — Ratification. — Where  a  combination  or  association  of  three 
ir  different  railroad  companies  is  formed  for  the  transportation  oi' 
it  and  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  a  common  carrier,  which 
iducted  by  the  general  managers  of  each  of  the  component  com- 
s,  as  in  the  case  of  a  partnership,  so  long  as  one  of  the  companie^i 
within  the  general  scope  of  its  powers  in  making  contracts  or  per- 
ng  other  acts  on  behalf  of  the  association,  the  association  itself 
be  bound,  although  the  particular  company  acting  for  it  has  cz- 
id  its  authority,  as  tested  by  its  laws  or  articles  of  association :  Ths 
and  Pacific  Despatch  v.  Oseil,  112  111. 

contract  of  a  railway  company  or  association  of  such  companies  ^ 
by  its  usual  agents,  with  a  shipper,  to  ship  and  carry  a  larg^ 
bity  of  grain  at  a  reduced  rate,  which  is  five  cents  on  the  hundred  1 
is  less  than  the  customary  rates,  but  that  the  same  should  be  billed 
9  regular  rates  then  current  and  the  freight  paid  at  the  latter  rates, 
ifference  in  the  two  rates  to  be  forthwith  paid  back  to  the  shipper 
id  and  binding  on  the  company  or  companies  making  the  same :  Id. 

Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  opinions 
luring  Oct.  Term  1884.    The  cases  will  probably  appear  in  115  U.  S.  Rep. 
rrom  Hon.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  112  III.  Rep. 
^rom  J.  Shaaff  Stockett,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  63  Md.  Rep. 
Vom  John  Lathrop,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  138  Mass.  Rep. 
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Id  a  suit  against  an  association  of  railway  companies  on  a  contraet 
made  by  a  local  agent  of  one  of  the  companies,  the  defendant  offered  in 
evidence  the  articles  of  agreement  between  the  several  companies  com- 
posing the  association,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  want  of  power  in 
the  local  agents  to  make  the  contract :  Hdd^  that  they  were  not  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  as  the  public  could  not  be  bouDd 
by  them,  or  the  rules  and  regulations  they  might  contain :  Id, 

To  prove  the  ratification  of  a  special  contract  made  by  a  station  agent 
of  a  railway  company  in  this  state,  which  company,  with  others,  con- 
stituted an  association  in  the  nature  of  a  partnership,  it  appearing  that 
the  general  manager  of  the  same  company  approved  such  contract,  the 
plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  three  telegrams  between  the  general  man- 
ager of  the  railway  company  and  the  general  manager  of  the  associationi 
showing  that  though  the  first  had  exceeded  his  orders,  the  latter  would 
protect  him  :  Held,  that  the  telegrams  were  competent  evidence  on 
that  question :  Id. 

Where  the  general  manager  of  an  association  of  railway  companies 
has  notice  of  the  existence  and  terms  of  a  special  contract  for  trans- 
porting grain  at  a  reduced  rate,  made  by  an  agent  of  one  of  the  asso- 
ciated companies,  and  afterward  furnishes  cars  and  transports  the  grain, 
this  is  evidence  from  which  a  ratification  of  the  special  contract  may  be 
found:  Id. 

Attachment.    See  Husband  and  Wife, 
Attorney. 

LiabUity  for  CosUt. — An  attorney  at  law,  who  places  his  name  under 
the  words  From  the  office  of,"  on  the  back  of  a  writ  in  favor  of  a  resident 
of  another  state,  is  liable,  as  endorser,  for  costs :  MurrUl  v.  Laamtm^ 
138  Mass. 

If  an  attorney  at  law  endorses  a  writ  in  favor  of  a  resident  of  another 
state,  he  cannot  set  up  in  defence  to  a  scire  fada/s  to  enforce  a  jadg- 
meut  for  costs  awarded  against  such  party,  that,  in  so  doing,  he  violated 
a  rule  of  the  court,  prohibiting  an  attorney  from  becoming  bail  or  surety 
in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding  in  which  he  is  employed  as  such  attor- 
ney :  Id, 

Bank. 

Certificate  of  Deposit — Principal  and  Agent — Notice — Subrogatm. 
— S.  8.  deposited  a  sum  of  money  in  bank  and  received  a  certificate  of 
deposit,  setting  forth  the  deposit  of  the  money  by  him,  and  stating  that  the 
samo  was  payable  to  the  order  of  himself,  or  of  E.  S.,  on  the  return  of 
the  certificate.  Before  the  money  was  withdrawn,  8.  8.  died.  After 
his  death,  E.  8.,  who  was  his  wife,  presented  the  certificate,  and  drew 
from  the  bank  the  amount  of  the  deposit :  Held,  1st.  That  the  certificate 
of  deposit  did  not  iauthorize  the  payment  of  the  money  to  E.  S.  after 
the  death  of  S.  8.  2d.  That  notice  to  the  paying-teller  of  the  bank, 
of  the  death  of  8.  8.,  received  prior  to  the  payment  by  him  to  E.  S.  of 
the  amount  of  the  deposit,  was  notice  to  the  bank.  3d.  That  if  he  in 
making  the  payment,  afler  such  notice,  mistook  the  law,  the  bank  whose 
agent  he  was,  must  suffer  the  consequences :  Second  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Wrightson,  63  Md. 
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e  bank  filed  a  bill  in  equity,  to  enjoin  the  prosecution  of  an  action  at 
gainst  it  for  the  money  deposited  by  8.  S.,  brought  by  his  executor ; 
o  have  the  certificate  reformed,  as  not  having  been  drawn  in  con- 
ty  with  the  agreement  of  the  parties.  The  evidence  failed  to 
lisb  a  case  for  reformation  of  the  certificate,  but  it  was  developed 
3  proof,  that  a  part  of  the  money  drawn  by  E.  S.,  went  directly  to 
ayment  of  the  debts  and  funeral  expenses  of  S.  S.  On  appeal  it 
Teld:  That  the  court  below  committed  no  error  in  retaining  the 
md  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief,  allowing  the  bank  a  credit 
le  amount  of  the  money  drawn  by  E.  S.,  that  went  directly  to  pay 
ebts  and  funeral  charges  of  S.  S.,  and  for  which  the  executor  had 
led  a  credit  in  his  administration  account:  Id, 

Bills  and  Notes.   See  Evidence. 

Charitt 

aritahU  InitiHUion — Not  liable  far  wrfmgfxil  Acts  of  Employees. — 
lonse  of  refuge,  being  a  corporation  instituted  for  charitable  pur- 
,  cannot  be  made  liable  in  an  action  for  damages,  for  an  assault 
dtted  by  one  of  its  officers  on  an  inmate  of  the  institution  :  Perry 
\e  Bouse  of  Refuge^  63  Md. 

mages  cannot  be  recovered  from  a  fund  held  in  trust  for  charitable 
)ses;  they  must  be  recovered  from  the  wrongdoer:  Id, 

Common  Carbiee.   See  Agefid, 

esumption  of  Negligence — Burden  of  Proof- — Injury  to  Passenger 
B  entering  Train, — The  carrier  is  bound  to  exercise  the  greatest 
Emd  diligence  in  everything  that  concerns  the  safety  of  passengers  : 
f  one  is  injured  by  the  breaking  down  or  upsetting  of  the  vehicle 
in  the  transportation,  or  by  the  colliding  of  one  train  with  another, 

the  train  running  off  the  track  from  some  defect  in  the  roadbed,  in 
,  and  in  other  like  cases,  the  evidentiary  facts  in  themselves  create 
sumption  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier :  Baltimore  <& 

Railroad  Co.  v.  Mahone,  63  Md. 

ider  such  circumstances,  the  carrier  must  show  that  the  accident 
ened  in  spite  of  the  exercise  by  him  and  his  servants,  of  the  great- 
igree  of  care  and  diligence  practicable  under  the  circumstances  :  Id, 
though  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  in- 

was  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants,  yet  he  dis- 
hes this  burden  and  makes  out  a  prima  facie  case  by  showing  that 
ocident  happened  through  the  failure  of  some  of  the  means  used 
le  carrier  in  making  the  transit :  Id. 

create  the  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger,  it  is  not  necessary 
the  latter  should  actually  have  entered  the  train.  If  he  had  pur- 
id  a  ticket  and  was  crossing  the  track  by  and  under  the  direction 
e  ticket  agent,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  train,  he  is  to  be  con- 
ed as  a  passenger,  and  as  such  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  pro- 
)n  of  one  :  Id. 

iHroad — Conditions  of  Ticket — Statements  of  Gatekeeper — Con- 
US  Trip. — Where  an  excursion  ticket  is  sold  by  a  railroad  company 
passenger  at  a  reduced  rate,  and  upon  special  conditions,  the  terms 
hich  are  printed  on  the  ticket ;  and  one  of  the  conditions  is  that  it 
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shall  be  used  for  a  cootinaooB  trip  oqIj/'  and  "  is  not  good  to  stop 
off/' — the  parchaser  who  accepts  and  uses  it,  is  bound  to  take  a  train 
which  will  carry  him  continuously  through,  from  one  station  to  the 
other,  both  in  going  and  returning,  and  not  to  stop  off  at  an  intermediate 
station  while  going  either  way :  Johnson  v.  FhUa.,  WUm,  db  BaUo,  Rati- 
road  Co.y  63  Md. 

If  the  passenger  on  his  return  knowingly  takes  a  train  which  does 
not  go  as  far  as  the  station  at  which  he  purchased  his  ticket,  and  with 
the  intention  of  stopping  off  at  an  intermediate  station,  the  officers  of 
the  company  are  justified  in  refusing  to  accept  the  return  coupon  of  the 
ticket  for  his  fare,  and  in  putting  him  off  the  train  on  his  refusal  topaj 
the  regular  fare  demanded,  or  to  produce  a  proper  ticket  to  the  station 
he  intended  to  stop  at :  Id. 

And  it  is  no  excuse  for  his  refusal,  that  he  went  to  one  of  the  gate- 
keepers at  the  station  where  he  took  the  train,  who  examined  his  ticket 
and  negligently  assigned  him  to  the  wrong  train  :  Id. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  gatekeeper  had  authority  to  vary  the 
terms  of  contracts  for  the  company,  the  passenger  cannot  get  rid  of  the 
conditions  of  his  contract  by  showing  that  he  relied  on  the  actual  or 
implied  direction  to  take  the  train,  given  either  through  the  belief  of  the 
gatekeeper  that  the  ticket  was  good  for  the  train,  or  through  his  negli- 
gence, ignorance  or  mistake  :  Id. 

Conflict  op  Laws.    See  Corporation;  Husband  and  Wife, 

Corporation.    See  Removal  of  Causes. 

Individual  Liability  of  Officers  for  Wrongs  done  by  their  order — Erndmcs 
— Retention  of  Servant, — If  an  officer  of  a  private  corporation  performs 
an  illegal  act,  or  such  act  is  performed  by  his  orders  where  he  has  authoritj 
to  control  the  servant  doing  the  act,  and  such  illegal  act  results  in  injury 
to  another,  the  officer  directing  the  act  will  be  individually  liable  in  dam- 
ages to  the  injured  person  :  nor  will  he  be  exonerated  from  such  lisr 
bility  from  the  fact  that  the  corporation  may  also  be  liable :  Peck  v. 
Cooper,  112  111. 

Where  the  president  of  an  omnibus  line,  an  incorporated  company, 
promulgated  an  order  to  its  drivers  to  exclude  all  colored  persons  from 
riding  in  their  conveyances,  and  in  pursuance  of  such  order  a  driver 
ejected  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  colored  person,  from  his  omnibus,  thereby 
inflicting  a  personal  injury,  it  was  held,  that  the  president  individually 
was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages  received  :  Id. 

The  retaining  of  a  servant  of  a  company  aAer  knowledge  is  brought 
home  to  the  officer  or  agent  of  the  company  of  his  misconduct  resulting 
in  a  personal  injury  to  another,  or  failing  to  discharge  him  for  negli- 
gence, &c.,  has  been  held  admissible  in  evidence,  when  the  fact  was 
known  to  the  officer  or  agent  of  the  company  having  power  to  dismiss 
the  negligent  servant,  as  characterizing  the  animus  of  those  controlling 
the  company,  and  as  an  ingredient  in  the  measure  of  damages :  Id, 

Liability  of  Stockholders  to  Creditors — BiU  to  enforce — Por/ia— 
Foreign  Receiver. — A  foreign  insolvent  corporation  owing  debts,  if  still 
in  existence,  can  be  compelled,  by  mandamus  or  bill  in  equity,  to  collect 
its  unpaid  subscriptions  wherever  the  stockholders  may  reside ;  and  if 
it  has  ceased  to  exist,  a  receiver  should  be  appointed,  and  the  courts  of 
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ther  states,  as  a  matter  of  comity,  would  recogDise  the  right  of  the  re- 
3iver,  the  same  as  they  woald  the  corporation  itself  if  still  in  existence, 
i  prosecate  actions  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  unpaid  subsoriptious : 
*attertan     Lynde,  112  111. 

Unpaid  subscriptions  are  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  debb^  of 
le  corporation,  which  is  the  trustee.  When,  therefore,  the  corporatiun 
lis  ceased  to  exist,  then,  upon  a  principle  that  a  trust  shall  not  fail^  a 
mrt  of  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  and  wind  up  its  affairs :  Id, 
To  enforce  the  liability  of  the  stockholder  for  his  unpaid  stock,  it  is 
dispensable  that  the  corporation  (or,  if  it  has  ceased  to  exist,  all  ita 
ockholders  and  creditors),  should  be  before  the  court  so  as  to  be  bound 
f  its  orders  and  decrees,  and  so  that  complete  justice  may  be  meted 
it  to  all,  and  all  conflicting  rights  and  equities  finally  adjusted  :  Id. 
A  bill  was  filed  in  the  circuit  court  by  creditors  of  an  insolvent  pri- 
ite  corporation  of  the  stafe  of  Oregon,  against  defendants,  as  stock- 
)lders.  The  complainants  alleged  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  at  law  m 
regon  against  the  company,  and  its  insolvency,  and  their  inability  to 
tain  a  judgment  at  law  in  this  state,  and  also  alleged  that  the  defcnd- 
owed  large  sums  on  their  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  the 
mpany,  and  sought  a  decree  against  them  for  the  same,  to  satisfy  couj- 
ainant's  demands.  The  court  below  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  : 
dd,  that  the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained,  for  the  reason  of  its 
ing  impossible  to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  corporation,  and  the  non- 
sident  stockholders  having  no  property  here :  Id. 
While  this  court  has  held  that  a  foreign  receiver  should  not  be  per- 
itted,  as  against  the  claims  of  creditors  resident  in  another  state,  to 
move  from  such  state  the  assets  of  the  debtor,  yet  when  resident  cred- 
>rs  have  no  fixed  legal  claim  to  the  property,  he  may  be  allowed,  as  a 
itter  of  comity,  to  remove  the  same.  This  is  consistent  with  the  right 
a  receiver  appointed  in  a  foreign  state,  when  creditors  have  not  Iicds 
ereon,  to  sue  in  our  courts  for  unpaid  subscriptions,  and  collect  ihe 
me,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court  appointing  him :  Jd. 

Liability  far  iuuxng  Certificate  of  Stock — Forged  Transfer. — A  cor- 
•ration  by  issuing  stock,  declares  to  the  world  by  its  certificate  that  the  * 
rson  in  whose  name  it  stands  is  the  holder  of  the  number  of  shiirea 
liich  the  certificate  states  him  to  be ;  and  that  it  is  issued  with  the 
tention  that  it  shall  be  so  used  and  acted  upon  ;  and  the  company  is 
ereby  liable  to  any  one  who  has  accepted  the  same  and  acted  thereon 
his  injury  :  Metropolitan  Savings  Bank  v.  Mayor  and  City  Council 
'  Baltimore,  63  Md. 

But  it  is  only  to  the  extent  that  loss  has  actually  been  incurred  through 
e  misrepresentation  made  by  the  certificate  that  it  will  be  made  good  : 
I 

Criminal  Law. 

Evidence — IdentiJlccUion  by  Voice  alone, — At  the  trial  of  a  criminal 
se,  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  identifying  the  defendant  by  his  voiue, 
iiom  the  witness  has  heard  speak  only  once  before  the  occasion  of  the 
mmission  of  the  offence  charged,  which  was  after  dark,  is  competent, 
id  may  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  connection  with  other  evidence 
identity :  Commomoealth     Hayes^  138  Mass. 
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Possession  of  Stolen  Property — Presumption, — If  pigeons  are  stolen 
from  the  bouse  in  which  they  were  con  fined  by  the  owner,  and  are 
found  in  the  possession  of  a  person  who  bought  them  of  another  about 
two  weeks  after  the  larceny,  the  latter  may  be  convicted  of  such  lar- 
ceny if  his  possession  of  the  pigeons  is  not  satisfactorily  ezplaioed : 
Commonwealth     Deegan^  138  Mass. 

Damages. 

Evidence — Pecuniary  Circumstances  of  De/etidant. — On  the  trial  of 
an  action  of  trespass  for  an  assault  and  battery,  the  plaintiff  may  give 
in  evidence  the  pecuniary  circumstances  of  the  defendant  to  enhance 
his  dauia<;es,  and  in  such  case  the  defendant  may  give  counter  evidence 
on  the  subject;  but  unless  such  evidence  is  given  by  the  plaintiff  the 
defendant  has  no  right  to  introduce  proof  on  that  subject,  even  in  miti- 
gation of  damages  :  MuUin  v.  Spangenherg^  112  111. 

Deed. 

Grantor* s  Control  over  it  until  it  takes  effect, — A  mother  was  induced 
by  her  son,  while  she  was  in  a  feeble  state  of  mind,  to  execute  a  deed 
to  him  for  her  land,  including  her  homestead,  under  the  assurance  and 
belief  that  it  would  not  take  effect  until  recorded,  and  the  grantee  agreed 
not  to  procure  the  same  to  be  recorded  during  the  life  of  the  grantor: 
Helff,  the  deed  would  not  take  effect  as  to  the  grantee,  and  the  grantor 
might  destroy  the  same  at  pleasure :  Sands  v.  Sands,  112  111. 

Desoent. 

Inheritance  of  Illegitimate  Children — Conflict  of  Laws. — At  common 
law  a  bastard  has  no  right  of  inheritance,  being  regarded  as  film  nvl 
lius;  and  this  rule  is  in  force  in  this  state.  A  bastard  in  this  state  can- 
not inherit  from  its  father,  unless  he  shall  have  married  the  mother  and 
acknowledged  the  child  as  his  own,  but  the  child  may,  under  the  stat- 
ute, inherit  from  its  mother  :  Stoltz     Doering^  112  111. 

The  descent  and  heirship  of  real  estate  are  exclusively  governed  by 
the  laws  of  the  country  within  which  the  property  is  actually  situated. 
*  No  person  can  take,  except  those  who  are  recognised  as  legitimate  hein 
by  the  laws  of  that  country,  and  they  take  in  the  proportions  and  the 
order  which  those  laws  prescribe.  Although  a  bastard  may  be  entitled 
in  Germany,  where  born,  to  inherit  from  his  father,  he  cannot  inherit 
real  estate  from  him  situate  in  this  state :  Id, 

Devise.   See  WiU. 

Ejectment.    See  United  States. 

Equity. 

Mistake  of  Law —  When  relieved  against. — A  favorite  son,  takiog  ad- 
vantage of  his  mother's  affection,  induced  her  to  make  a  oonveyaoceot 
all  her  estate  to  him,  upon  the  assurance  of  the  son  that  the  deed  was 
in  the  nature  of  a  will,  and  would  not  take  effect  in  her  lifetime. 
mother  was,  at  the  time,  of  the  age  of  seventy-three  years,  and  g^'^Jj 
weakened  in  the  body  and  mind  from  disease  and  sickness,  so  as  ^ 
ineapable  of  transacting  business,  and  the  proof  showed  the  deed  w^^JJ* 
intended  by  her  to  have  effect  before  her  death,  but  was  handed  t^^^ 
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\  be  placed  with  her  papers,  and  upoD  her  recovery  she  destroyed 
>ed.  Held,  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  decreeing  that  the  mother 
te  another  deed  in  place  of  the  one  she  had  destroyed,  and  in  dis- 
Ig  her  cross-bill  to  have  the  conveyance  made  set  aside:  Sands  v. 
r,  112  111. 

See  Corporation ;  Criminal  Law ;  Damages ;  Witness. 

%eral  Character  of  Witness — Presumption  of  Payment  of  Due  BiU 
by  Maker. — A  party  cannot  call  and  examine  witnesses  to  sup- 
he  general  character  of  another  witness,  or  himself,  as  a  witness, 
iith  and  veracity,  until  the  character  of  the  witness  thus  sought  to 
}ported  has  been  directly  assailed.  Mere  contradictions  or  differ- 
sraions  by  witnesses  do  not  justify  the  application  of  the  rule  that 
ice  may  be  given  favorable  to  a  witness'  character  for  truth.  It 
J  when  witnesses  are  called  who  testify  that  his  general  character 
uth  is  bad,  that  witnesses  may  be  introduded  in  support  of  his 
\\  character:  Tedens  v.  Schumers,  112  111. 

9  fact  that  a  due  bill  is  found  in  the  hands  of  the  maker  is  prima 
evidence  of  its  payment,  and  the  payee  suing  on  the  same  is  re- 
i  to  overcome  the  presumption  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence, 
i  he  can  recover.  In  a  suit  to  recover  an  alleged  indebtedness,  the 
iff  must  prove  the  defendant  owes  him,  by  a  preponderance  of  evi- 
:  Id, 

d  if  the  plaintiff  shows,  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence,  that  the 
iant  owes  him  on  a  due  bill,  notwithstanding  its  surrender  to  the 
,  then  the  defendant  must  overcome  that  evidence  by  a  preponder- 
to  defeat  a  recovery  :  Id, 

it  is  error  to  refuse  an  instruction,  in  a  suit  to  recover  a  debt  which 
lied  by  the  pleading,  that  the  plaintiff  must  make  and  establish  his 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  and  unless  he  has  done  so 
iry  should  find  for  the  defendant :  Id, 

Husband  and  Wipe.    See  Witness, 

\rr%age —  What  constitutes. — In  the  absence  of  any  statutory  prohi- 
I,  a  marriage  at  common  law  may  be  had  per  verba  futuro  cum 
%;  but  the  copula  must  be  in  fulfilment  of  the  agreement  to 
r,  or  in  consummation  of  such  a  contract.  The  fact  that  sexual 
ourse  occurs  after  the  agreement  to  marry  at  some  future  day,  is 
f  itself  sufficient  to  establish  the  marriage  relation.  To  be  avail- 
he  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  copula,  must  then  have  accepted 
other  as  husband  and  wife  :  Stoltz  v.  Doering,  112  111. 

lachment — Property  of  Wife^  Judgment  against  Railroad  for  In- 
t  to  Wife. — A  judgment  obtained  by  a  husband  and  wife  against  a 
ly  company,  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  wife,  cannot  be  attached 
debt  due  by  the  husband,  being  exempted  from  execution  in  virtue 
ct.  43,  of  art.  3,  of  the  Constitution,  which  provides  that the  pro- 
of the  wife  shall  be  protected  from  the  debts  of  the  husband"  : 
b  V.  Wootton,  63  Md. 

Insurance. 

leading —  Declaration —  Assignable  Interest — Assignee — Right  to 
'Complete  Premiums — Payment  one-half  in  Cash  and  one-half  in 
u  XXXIU.— 69 
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Note — Ninety- Days  Clause — Interest. — If  a  declaration  od  a  policy  of 
life  insurance  refers  to  the  policy  without  annexing  a  copy,  and  does  not 
set  up  any  contract  inconsistent  with  the  policy,  an  objection,  ttken 
when  the  policy  is  offered  in  evidence,  that  there  is  a  variance  between 
the  policy  and  the  declaration,  cannot  be  maintained:  Fierce  v.  Charter 
Oak  Life  Ins.  Co.,  138  Mass. 

If  a  declaration  on  a  policy  of  life  insurance,  which  refers  to  the  pol- 
icy, is  not  demurred  to,  it  is  no  ground  of  exception  to  the  admissioo  of 
the  policy  in  evidence,  that  the  declaration  construed  in  connection  with 
the  policy  is  ambiguous :  Id. 

A  declaration  on  a  policy  of  life  insurance  need  not  allege  facts  which 
defeat  a  part  of  the  phiintiff's  claim  under  special  provisions  of  the  pol- 
icy: Id. 

A  policy  of  life  insurance  on  the  life  of  A.  was  payable  on  his  death 
to  his  wife  and  children,  and  their  assigns ;  and,  if  he  survived  a  cer- 
tain day,  was  payable  to  him  :  Heldy  that  he  had  an  assignable  interest 
in  the  policy :  Id. 

A  policy  of  life  insurance  provided  that,  if  assigned,  written  notice 
should  be  given  to  the  insurer.  An  assignment  was  made,  notice  was 
given,  and  the  insurer  acknowledged  notice  thereof:  Hdd^  that  this  did 
not  amount  to  a  promise,  on  the  part  of  the  insurer,  to  pay  the  assigoee, 
and  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  policy  in  his  own  name : 
Id. 

A  policy  of  insurance,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  an  annaal 
premium,  insured  the  life  of  A.  in  a  certain  sum,  or  after  the  due  pay- 
ment of  premium  for  two  or  more  years,  if  default  shall  be  made  in  the 
payment  of  any  subsequent  premium,  for  as  many  tenth  parts  of  the 
original  sum  insured  as  there  shall  have  been  complete  annual  premiums 
paid."  In  the  margin  of  the  policy  were  words  and  figures  denoting 
that  one-half  the  annual  premium  was  payable  in  cash,  and  one-half  by 
note :  Held,  that  these  words  and  figures  formed  parr,  of  the  policy,  and 
that,  if  annual  premiums  were  paid  one-half  in  cash  and  one-half  by 
note,  "  complete  annual  premiums  "  were  paid :  Id. 

In  an  action  at  law  on  a  policy  of  life  insurance  payable  at  a  day 
named  in  the  policy,  evidence  is  inadmissible,  in  defence,  to  show  that 
a  different  day  should  have  been  written  :  Id. 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  life  insurance,  payable  if  the  person  whose 
life  is  insured  survives  a  certain  day,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  interest 
only  from  the  date  of  the  writ,  unless  in  his  declaration  he  alleges  a 
demand  before  that  time  :  Id. 

If  a  policy  of  life  insurance  is  payable  ninety  days  after  due  notice 
and  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  person  whose  life  is  in- 
sured, or,  if  he  survives  a  certain  day,  is  then  payable  to  him,  the 
ninety-days  clause  has  no  application  to  the  latter  contingency,  and  in- 
terest is  not  payable  except  as  damages  for  wrongfully  withholding  the 
money:  Id. 

Mutual  Benevolent  Association — Death  Assessment — Forfeiture  of 
Membership — Notice — Sickness  as  an  Excuse  for  Default —  Waiver. — Y. 
was  a  member  of  a  Mutual  Benevolent  Association,  whose  object  was  to 

Srovide  and  maintain  a  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  widows  and  orphans  of 
eceased  members.    By  one  of  its  articles  it  was  provided  that  upon  the 
death  of  a  member  of  the  association,  the  secretary  should  notify  each 
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prober,  and  thereapon  each  member  should  "  within  thirty  days  from 
e  date  of  said  notice  pay  to  the  secretary  the  sum  of  one  dollar  and 

1  cents,  and  in  case  he  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  the  same,  his  name 
nil  be  erased  from  the  roll  of  members,  and  he  shall  forfeit  all  claims 
on  the  association ;  nevertheless  any  member  may  be  reinstated  by 
ring  such  excuse  himself  or  through  his  representative,  for  failing  to 
J  his  assessment  as  may  be  satisfactory  to  the  board  of  directors."  It 
s  further  provided  that  a  notice  directed  and  sent  to  the  post-office 
dress  or  to  the  residence  of  a  member  as  recorded  in  the  books  of  the 
sretary,  shall  be  deemed  a  legal  notice."  On  the  29th  of  August  1882, 
lotioe  of  that  date  of  assessments  for  and  in  respect  of  the  death  of 
0  members,  was  directed  and. sent  to  the  post-office  address  of  Y.^  re- 
iring  him  to  pay  said  assessments  within  thirty  days  from  the  date  of 
;h  notice.    No  payment  or  tender  of  the  assessment  was  made,  aod 

died  two  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  from  the 
te  of  the  notice.  He  was  taken  sick  on  the  13th  of  September 
82,  and  was  for  the  most  of  the  time  between  that  date  and  the 
36  of  his  death,  in  a  state  of  delirium,  and  entirely  incapable  of  at- 
idiog  to  business.    In  an  action  against  the  association,  brought  by 

2  widow  of  Y.,  it  was  held:  1st.  That  the  obligation  to  pay  the  death 
lessment  was  personal  to  the  member,  and  the  payment  was  to  be  made 
him  as  such,  and  in  case  of  his  default  he  ceased  to  be  a  member, 
d  forfeited  all  claim  upon  the  association.  2d.  That  the  notice  di- 
eted to  Y.  having  been  duly  mailed  on  the  day  of  its  date,  there  was 
necessity  for  proving  its  actual  receipt  by  him.  3d.  That  the  full 
irty  days  having  expired  without  payment,  and  the  party  having  died 
0  days  thereafter,  he  was  not  a  member  at  the  time  when  he  died, 
ving  by  his  default  lost  his  membership  and  all  the  benefits  apper- 
ning  thereto.  4th.  That  the  fact  that  he  was  part  of  the  time  sick 
d  wholly  unable  to  attend  to  business,  constituted  no  sufficient  legnl 
cuse  for  the  default  whereby  this  consequence  was  produced.  5th, 
lat  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  that  could  be  fairly  construed  to 
crate  as  a  waiver  on  the  part  of  the  association,  of  itfi  right  to  insist 
on  the  forfeiture  under  said  article :  Yoe  y.  Benjamin  C,  Howard 
isonic  MuL  Ben.  Asi.^  63  Md. 

Malicious  Prosecution. 

Fahe  Imprisonment — Improper  Motive — Lawful  Warrant. — A  person 
10  has  procured  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  another  on  a  lawful 
irrant  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  although  his 
ject  in  making  the  complaint  upon  which  the  warrant  was  issued  was 
enforce  the  payment  of  a  debt :  Mullen  y.  Brovm^  138  Mass. 

Master  and  Servant.    See  Corporation. 

Mechanics'  Lien. 

What  required  to  ^ve  a  Lien  on  Property  of  a  Railroad  Company. 
Ordinary  lien  laws  giving  to  mechanics  and  laborers  a  lien  on  build- 
gs,  including  the  lot  upon  which  they  stand,  or  a  lien  upon  a  lot  or 
rm  or  other  property  for  work  done  thereon,  or  for  materials  furnished 

the  construction  or  repair  of  buildings,  should  not  be  interpreted  as 
ving  a  lien  upon  the  roadway,  bridges,  or  other  property  of  a  railroad 
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company,  that  may  be  essential  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  its 
road  for  the  public  purposes  for  which  it  was  established :  Buncombe 
County  Commissioners     Tommey,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

MORTOAQE. 

Account  between  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee — Adverse  Possession  ly 
Mortgagee, — As  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  where  the  latter  is 
in  possession  in  the  acknowledged  character  of  mortgagee,  the  principles 
are  plain  and  well  defined,  and  are  applied  for  the  mutual  benefit  of 
both  parties.  But  where  the  possession  is  held  adversely  to  the  mort- 
gagor, with  denial  of  the  right  of  redemption,  the  principles  of  the  ac- 
count are  quite  different,  and  are  applied  with  more  or  less  rigor  against 
the  wrongdoer,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case :  Booth  v. 
Baltimore  Steam  Packet  Co.,  63  Md. 

PurcTiase  by  Mortgagee — Merger — Foreclosure  of  subsequent  Mori* 
gage. — If  the  owner  of  land,  who  holds  it  subject  to  two  mortgages  made 
by  his  predecessors  in  title,  conveys  it,  reserving  an  easement  therein,  to 
the  first  mortgagee,  by  a  warranty  deed,  in  which  the  grantee  assumes 
and  agrees  to  pay  both  mortgages  and  to  hold  the  grantor  harmless  there- 
from, the  first  mortgage  is  extinguished;  a  foreclosure  of  that  mortgage 
by  a  sale  under  a  power  contained  therein,  is  invalid ;  and  the  second 
mortgagee  may  maintain  a  writ  of  entry  against  the  first  mortgagee  to 
foreclose  the  second  mortgage:  Kneeland  v.  Moore,  138  Mass. 

Negligence.    See  Common  Carrier;  Corporation, 

Officer.    See  Corporation. 

Partition. 

Right  to — Discretion  of  Court. — Where  a  case  is  fairly  brought  with- 
in  the  law  authorizing  a  partition,  the  right  to  partition  is  imperative, 
and  absolutely  binding  upon  courts  of  equity.  They  are  not  clothed 
with  such  discretion  as  that,  under  a  given  state  of  facts,  they  may 
grant  the  relief  or  refuse  it,  and  yet  commit  no  error.  To  invoke  this 
equitable  remedy  is  a  matter  of  right,  and  not  of  mere  grace :  Hill  v. 
Beno,  112  111. 

In  the  event  that  a  partition  could  be  effected  only  through  the  instru- 
mentality of  a  sale  of  the  premises  and  a  distribution  of  the  proceeds 
of  such  sale  among  the  several  parties  in  interest,  the  mere  fact  that 
difficulties  may  arise  in  the  adjustment  of  the  distribution,  or  inconve- 
niences, or  even  possible  losses  result  from  the  change  in  the  relations 
of  the  parties  lo  the  estate,  by  reason  of  a  sale,  will  in  nowise  affect  the 
absolute  right  to  have  partition .  Id. 

Partnership.    See  Agent. 

Notice  of  Dissolution — Evidence — In  an  action  ugainst  the  members 
of  a  partnership  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  on  an  account  annexed  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  if  one  of  the  issues  is  whether  the  plaintiff 
had  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  a  notice  of  such  disso- 
lution published  in  a  newspaper  is  competent,  in  connection  with  other 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  saw  and  read  the  notice : 
Smith  V.  Ja^kmany  138  Mass. 
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1  an  aotion  against  the  members  of  a  partnership  upon  a  promissory 
t,  and  on  an  account  annexed  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  one  of 
issues  was  whether  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
nership.  He  testified  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  such  dissolution 
1  after  the  bringing  of  the  action.  One  of  the  partners,  who  alone 
nded  the  action,  was  allowed  to  put  in  evidence  certain  bills  or  state- 
ts  of  account  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  him  personally  by  the 
itiff  at  various  times  after  the  cause  of  action  had  accrued.  Beld^ 
the  plaintiff  had  no  ground  of  exception :  Id. 

Patent. 

le-isaue — Delay  in  applying  for — Decision  of  Patent  Office —  General 
ivrrer. — The  bill  set  outf  the  grant  of  the  original  letters  patent  and 
r  invalidity  by  reason  of  an  insufficiency  or  defect  in  the  specifica- 
which  had  arisen  through  inadvertence,  accident  or  mistake;  their 
ender  and  the  granting  of  re-issued  letters,  after  a  decision  by  the 
nt  office  board  of  appeal  that  the  delay  in  the  application  for  the  rc- 
$  (more  than  five  years)  had  been  sufficiently  and  satisfactorily  ex- 
led,  and  that  there  was  not  in  the  renewed  application  any  attempt 
nlarge  the  scope  of  the  invention  beyond  what  was  originally  dia- 
id.  On  general  demurrer,  held :  that  the  question  whether  the  de- 
liad  been  reasonable  or  unreasonable  was  for  the  court  to  determine, 
the  decision  of  the  patent  office  could  not  avail  the  complainant,  and 
no  special  circumstances  having  been  shown  to  account  for  and  cx- 
the  delay  the  re-issue  must  be  considered  void  and  the  bill  dia- 
led :  WaUersak  v.  Reihrer,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Possession. 

dverse  Possession  by  FrauduUni  Chrantor  as  against  Chrantee — Evi- 
» — Assessment  of  Taxes. — If  A.  is  entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  land, 
,  by  an  agreement  between  A.  and  B.,  in  order  to  defraud  A.'s  cred- 
),  the  land  is  conveyed  to  B.,  a  title  to  the  land  by  adverse  possession 
Dore  than  twenty  years  may  be  acquired  by  A.  against  B.,  although 
is  without  means  to  pay  his  debts  during  such  possession,  if  B. 
ws  that  A.  is  holding  the  land  adversely  and  under  a  claim  of  right 
ing  his  possession :  Elwell  v.  Hinckley,  188  Mass. 
Lt  the  trial  of  a  writ  of  entry,  if  the  demandant  relies  upon  a  title 
lired  by  his  grantor  by  adverse  possession,  the  books  of  the  assessors 
ixes  of  the  town  in  which  the  land  lies  are  admissible  in  evidence 
^he  purpose  of  showing  that  the  land  was  assessed  to  the  demandant's 
itor  during  the  period  of  the  alleged  adverse  possession  :  Id. 

Railroad.    See  Agent ;  Common  Carrier;  Mechanics  Lien. 

Receiver.    See  Corporation. 

Removal  of  Causes. 

ieparate  Controversy — Contest  over  Ovmership  of  Stock — The  Cor^ 
ition  a  Necessary  Party. — A  suit  in  equity  brought  by  C,  a  citizen 
me  state,  against  the  corporation  of  the  same  state,  and  T.,  a  citizen 
mother  state,  and  W.,  to  obtain  a  decree  that  C.  owns  shares  of  the 
ik  of  the  corporation  standing  in  the  name  of  W.,  but  sold  by  him 
r.,  and  that  the  corporation  cancel  on  its  books  the  shares  standing 
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in  the  name  of  W.,  and  issae  to  0.  eertificates  therefor,  cannot  be  r^ 
moved  by  T.  into  the  Cireait  Coart  of  the  United  States,  under  seotion 
2  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1875  (18  St  479) ;  because  the  oorponttion  is 
an  indispensable  party  to  the  suit,  and  is  a  citisen  of  the  same  sUte  widi 
C. :  Cnunp     Thmrber,  8.  0.  U.  S.,  Oct  Term  1884. 

Oorporatums  Oreated  hy  the  United  State$ — SuiU  arixing  under  the 
Laws  thereof^ — Such  corporations  as  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Compao; 
and  the  Texas  and  Pacific  Railway  Company,  created  by  and  organized 
nnder  Acts  of  Congress,  are  entitled,  under  the  act  of  March  3d  1875, 
to  remoye  suits  brought  against  them  in  the  state  courts,  into  the  United 
States  Circuit  Courts,  on  the  ground  that  such  suits  are  suits  arisiDg 
nnder  the  laws  of  the  United  Sutes Pacific  Railroad  Renutvd 
Gaeet,  S,  C.  U.  S.  Oct,  Term  1884. 

Separate  Controvert^ — Actions  in  Tort  against  several  De/endantt 
who  file  separate  Answers. — An  action  for  damages  for  the  malicious  prose- 
cution of  a  previous  action,  which  had  been  commenced  by  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment brought  in  a  state  court  against  several  defendants  who  sepsr 
rate  in  their  answers,  cannot  be  removed  under  the  second  clause  of  §  2 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1875.  into  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  hy  one 
party  of  the  defendants  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  and  themselves 
are  citisens  of  different  states  and  that  there  is  in  the  cause  a  contro- 
versy wholly  between  them :  Firie  v.  Toedt,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct  Tenn  1884. 

Subrogation.   See  Bank. 

United  States. 

Pre-emptfon  Land — Patent  therefor — Impeachment  ofi — It  is  the 
duty  of  the  land  department,  of  which  the  secretary  of  the  interior  is 
the  head,  to  determine  whether  land  patented  to  a  settler  is  of  the  class 
subject  to  settlement  under  the  pre-emption  laws,  and  his  judgment  as 
to  this  fact  is  not  open  to  contest  by  a  mere  intruder  without  title, 
in  an  action  at  law  brought  by  the  patentee  to  recover  possession: 
Ehrhardi     Hogahwm,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct  Term  1884. 

Jurisdiction — Citizenship — Creditor's  Sale — Addition  as  Plaintifft 
of  Citizens  of  the  same  State  as  Defendants, — A  United  States  Court 
having  obtained  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  of  citizenship  of  a  creditor's 
bill,  will  not  lose  it  because  others  are  added  as  plaintiffs,  and  it  does 
not  thereafter  appear  that  the  controversy  is  wholly  between  citizens  of 
different  states.  Other  creditors  coming  in  under  such  a  bill  can  either 
become  co-coipplainants,  or  appear  before  the  master  under  a  decree  or- 
dering a  reference  to  prove  the  claims  of  all  persons  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  decree :  Stewart  v.  Dunham,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct  Term  1884. 

Witness. 

Prochein  Ami — Husband  and  Wife. — Aprochein  ami  is  not  a  party  to 
the  suit  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  of  the  Evidence  Act,  which  de- 
clares that  where  an  original  party  to  a  contract  or  cause  of  action  is 
dead,  or  where  an  executor  or  administrator  is  a  party  to  the  suit, 
neither  party  shall  be  admitted  to  testify  on  his  own  offer,  or  upon  the 
call  of  his  co-complainant  or  co-defendant  otherwise  than  now  by  law 
allowed^  unless  a  nominal  party  merely :  Trahem  v.  iyolbwm,  63  Md. 
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[n  an  action  against  an  executor  by  a  married  woman  suing  by  her 
sband  as  her  next  friend,  he  is  a  competent  witness  in  her  behalf:  Jd, 
ind  the  fact  that  he  was  directly  interested  in  fixing  a  liability  upon 
!  estate  of  the  deceased,  because  of  his  liability  over  to  bis  wife  in 
pect  of  the  transactions  as  her  agent,  does  not  exclude  him  from  testi- 
ng: Id. 

Will. 

Devise  to  JBeirs  at  Law — Distrtlmtion  per  stirpes, — A  testator  devised 
his  estate  to  his  wife  during  her  life,  and  afler  her  death  directed  that 
100  be  paid  to  his  daughter,  and  gave  to  his  daughter-in-law  (the 
low  of  his  deceased  son),  a  lot,  and  then  directed,  the  remainder 
my  estate  to  be  divided  equal  among  my  heirs  at  law."  The  widow . 
I  dead  when  a  partition  was  asked,  and  it  appeared  that  the  testator 
I  but  two  children,  a  daughter  still  living,  and  a  son  who  died  before 
testator,  leaving  children  :  Held^  that  his  heirs  took  per  stirpes^  and 
per  capita^  in  the  remainder  of  the  estate,  so  that  the  daughter  took 
-half  and  the  heirs  of  the  son  the  balance:  Kelley  v.  Vigas,  112  111. 
¥here  a  devise  is  made  to  a  class  of  persons  not  named,  as  heirs  at 
of  the  testator,  so  that  reference  has  to  be  made  to  the  statute  to 
ertain  the  persons  who  constitute  his  heirs,  the  provisions  of  the 
ute  as  to  the  quantity  each  shall  take  must  also  govern.  In  such 
)  the  estate  devised  will  be  divided  among  his  heirs,  as  in  cases  of 
»tacy:  Id, 
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THE  LAW  OF  JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 

3  a  general  principle  of  trial-praotice  courts  are  to  be  guided, 
aching  their  conclusions,  only  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  the 
cular  case  and  by  the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  it.  There- are, 
iver,  certain  classes  of  facts  which  are  not  properly  the  subject 
istimony,  or  which  are  regarded  as  universally  established  by 
Don  notoriety,  and  these,  being  held  to  rest  within  the  knowl- 
of  the  judge,  need  not  be  proved  in  the  case.  Of  such  facts 
!Ourt  is  said  to  ''take  judicial  notice."  It  is  the  purpose  of 
irticle  to  describe  in  outline  the  chief  subjects  of  judicial  notice 
the  principles  by  which  courts  are  directed  in  taking  official 
Isance  of  them. 

Conttitutian  and  Latvs  of  the  United  States, — In  the  first 
courts  are  always  presumed  to  know  the  laws  under  which 
act  and  which  they  are  to  administer.  This  is  obviously  essen- 
to  the  first  steps  in  judicial  proceedings.  And  accordingly, 
)ranch  or  division  of  the  body  of  the  law  which  applies  to  the 
K)ry  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  need  not  be  established 
itter  of  fact,  but  will  be  ofiScially  ndted.  And  since  the  Con- 
ion  of  the  United  States,  the  public  acts  of  Congress,  and  the 
es  made  by  the  Federal  Government  with  foreign  nations  form 
t  of  the  ''  supreme  law  of  the  land,"  it  follows  that  all  courts, 
ler  national  or  state,  will  take  judicial  notice  of  their  provisions. 
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As  to  treaties,  see  United  States  y.  Schooner  Peggy ^  1  CranchlOS. 
So  state  courts  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  internal  revenaelawa 
of  Congress,  and  to  refuse  to  aid  parties  in  any  attempt  to  violate 
them,  whether  the  point  is  raised  by  counsel  or  not :  Ktml  ?.  AV 
bertie^  56  Barb.  362.  The  same  is  true  of  national  bankmpt  laws 
and  their  practical  operation  :  Mims  v.  SwartZj  87  Texas  13.  And 
it  has  been  held  that  the  President's  proclamation  of  "  universal 
amnesty  and  pardon"  is  a  public  act  of  which  all  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  are  bound  to  take  notice  and  to  which  they  are  bound 
to  give  effect:  Armetrong  v.  United  States^  13  Wall.  154.  So  also 
courts  will  take  notice  of  the  government  survey  and  the  legal  sub- 
divisions of  the  public  land :  Atwater  v.  Sckenek,  9  Wis.  160.  But 
the  state  courts  are  not  bound  to  notice  the  rules  of  the  departments 
of  the  federal  government,  or  of  the  board  of  land  commissioners  or 
surveyor-general,  e,  g,j  that  original  papers  are  not  to  be  taken  from 
their  files.  Such  rules,  if  essential,  must  be  shown  by  affidavit  or 
otherwise :  Heneley  v.  Tarpey^  7  Cal.  288.  Nor  are  courts  re- 
quired to  know  officially  the  various  orders  issued  by  a  military 
commander  in  the  exercise  of  the  military  authority  conferred  upon 
him  :  Burke  v.  Miltenbergery  19  Wall.  519. 

IL  Public  Laws  of  the  State. — Since  the  common  or  unwritten 
law  of  the  state,  together  with  its  general  and  public  statutes,  con- 
stitute an  integral  part  of  the  domestic  jurisprudence,  these  also 
are  proper  subjects  for  the  judicial  cognisance  of  the  court :  Lane 
v.  Harris^  16  6a.  217.  As  also  the  time  when  a  public  law  takes 
effect :  State  v.  Bailey,  16  Ind.  46.  And  it  is  held  that  the  ap- 
pellate court,  if  in  doubt  as  to  the  true  reading  of  a  statute,  will 
of  its  own  motion  inform  itself  thereof  by  referring  to  the  original 
act  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  :  Clare  v.  StaU^  5 
Iowa  509.  Whether  or  not  the  official  knowledge  of  the  court 
should  be  understood  to  extend  to  the  journals  of  the  two  houses 
of  the  legislature,  is  a  mooted  question.  It  has  been  so  held  in 
Alabama  and  Michigan:  Moody  v.  State,  48  Ala.  115;  PeopU^- 
Mahaney,  13  Mich.  481 ;  and  denied  elsewhere :  Qrob  v.  Chuih' 
man,  45  111.  119 ;  Coleman  v.  Bobbins,  8  Ind.  156.  But  at  any 
rate  it  appears  to  be  settled  that  when  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  inquire  into  the  validity  or  constitutionality  of  a  statute, 
recourse  may  be  had  to  the  legislative  journals.  The  courts  are  re- 
quired to  be  acquainted  with  the  whole  body  of  domestic  law ;  but 
of  course  it  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to  such  acquaintance  that 
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f  should  have  knowledge  of  any  acts  which  are  invalid,  uncon* 
itional,  or  not  in  force.  The  judges  must  be  abl«  to  determine 
rther  or  not  a  bill  has  been  passed  in  accordance  with  all  the  con- 
itional  provisions,  whether  or  not  it  received  the  requisite  major- 
to  pass  it  over  the  governor's  veto,  whether  or  not  it  answers  the 
in  respect  to  singleness  of  subject-matter  and  title,  and  so  on  ; 
such  determination  becomes  impossible  unless  reference  can  be 
ie  to  the  official  records  of  the  legislative  body.  People  v.  Ma- 
ey,  13  Mich.  481 ;  Moody  v.  State^  48  Ala.  115 ;  Opinion  of 
Judgesy  35  N.  H.  579 ;  Fangbom  v.  Young,  32  N.J.  Law  29. 
it  is  equally  settled  that  the  court  cannot  go  behind  the  records 
he  legislature  to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  their  proceedings 
assing  an  act :  People  v.  Devlin,  83  N.  Y.  269.  On  the  whole, 
ire  inclined  to  favor  the  liberal  and  wise  rule  laid  down  by  the 
ted  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Gardner  v.  The  Col* 
r,  6  Wall.  511 :  "  We  are  of  opinion,  on  principle  as  well  aa 
ority,  that  whenever  a  question  arises  in  a  court  of  law  of  the 
I;ence  of  a  statute,  or  of  the  time  when  a  statute  took  effect,  or 
lie  precise  terms  of  a  statute,  the  judges  who  are  called  upon  to 
le  it,  have  a  right  to  resort  to  any  source  of  information  which 
B  nature  is  capable  of  conveying  to  the  judicial  mind  a  clear 
satisfactory  answer  to  such  question  ;  always  seeking  first  for 
which  in  its  nature  is  most  appropriate,  unless  the  positive  law 
macted  a  different  rule."  But  in  considering  the  proceedings 
le  legislature,  the  court  has  no  judicial  knowledge  whether  or 
there  are  proper  and  legitimate  modes  of  expending  money  in 
aring  the  passage  of  an  act ;  and  therefore  it  cannot  say  that 
ferment  in  an  answer,  of  such  expenditure,  with  such  purpose 
result,  is  either  immaterial  or  vicious:  Judah  v.  TVustees,  16 
56. 

[)r  is  the  court  restricted,  in  noticing  the  laws  of  the  state,  to 
negations  of  the  pleader.  For  example,  where  a  bill  concerns 
nterests  of  the  state  and  is  professedly  for  their  protection,  the 
t  will  take  official  notice  of  the  established  law,  even  though  it 
radicts  such  allegations :  State  v.  Jarrett,  17  Md.  809.  It 
srs  as  a  corollary  from  what  has  already  been  said  that  the 
t  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  repeal  of  any  law  of  the  state : 
5  V.  O'Connor,  13  La.  Ann.  486.  Even  where  proceedings  are 
n  under  a  certain  statute,  and,  pending  an  appeal,  that  statute 
pealed,  the  appellate  court  is  bound  to  notice  such  repeal, 
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though  it  forms  no  part  of  the  case  as  reported  for  their  jadgment: 
Springfield  v*  Woree^ter^  2  Gush.  52.  The  laws  relating  to  high- 
ways are  public  statutes  of  which  the  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice:  Town  of  Oriswold  v.  Gallupj  22  Conn.  208.  And  the 
same  is  true  of  bank-charters :  Davis  v.  Bank  of  Fulton,  31  Ga. 
69 ;  though  see  Bank  v.  Gruber,  87  Penn.  St.  468. 

But  private  and  special  acts  of  the  legislature,  relating  only  to  a 
limited  number  of  persons,  are  not  laws  of  which  the  courts  are  re- 
quired to  take  ofiScial  cognisance.  This  rests  upon  two  reasons. 
In  the  first  place,  they  are  not  matteps  of  such  public  notoriety 
that  judges  are  presumed  to  know  them  at  all  events.  And 
secondly,  they  are  not  in  reality  the  public  laws  of  the  state,  but 
rather  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  between  the  legislature,  in  their 
representative  capacity,  and  the  individuals  who  are  supposed  to 
derive  benefit  from  them.  Leland  v.  Wilkinson^  6  Pet.  317; 
Timlow  V.  Reading  Railroad,  10  W.  N.  C.  436 ;  Bank  v.  Qruher, 
87  Penn.  St.  468 ;  Legrand  v.  Sidney  CoUege,  5  Munf.  (Va.)  324. 
It  is  often  essential  to  determine  whether  a  given  act  is  public  or 
private,  and  to  this  end  the  court  in  Indiana  has  laid  down  the 
following  rule :  To  constitute  a  statute  a  public  act  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  it  should  extend  to  all  parts  of  the  state ;  it  is  a  public 
act  if  it  extends  equally  to  all  persons  within  the  territorial  limits 
described  in  the  statute  :  Levy  v.  State^  6  Ind.  281.  Yet  a  special 
act  for  the  survey  of  a  particular  tract  of  land  is  not  such  a  public 
law  as  the  courts  are  required  to  know  judicially :  City  of  Alle- 
gheny V.  Nelson,  25  Penn.  St.  882.  And,  as  further  illustrating 
this  distinction,  it  is  held  that  while  the  court  knows  judicially  all 
the  statutes  under  which  plank-road  companies  are  organized,  yet 
it  cannot  know  judicially  under  which  one  any  particular  company 
was  formed,  or  whether  it  has  not  adopted  the  provisions  of  some 
other  act :  Danville,  ^c,  Co.  v.  State,  16  Ind.  456.  In  accordance 
with  the  principles  of  the  rule  above  stated,  it  is  decided  that  an 
act  relating  to  the  powers  of  a  single  municipal  corporation  is  in  its 
nature  public,  though  not  in  terms  declared  to  be  so,  and  must  be 
judicially  noticed  by  the  courts ;  Fauntleroy  v.  Hannibal,  1  Dill. 
118.  So  also  special  laws  enacted  by  a  territorial  legislature, 
creating  towns  or  cities  municipal  corporations,  are  public  acts: 
Prell  V.  McDonald,  7  Kans.  426.  And  the  courts  will  take  judi- 
cial notice  of  the  power  and  authority  of  a  city  to  improve  its 
streets :  Macey  v.  Titcowhey  19  Ind.  185 ;  and  that  the  streets  of  a 
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ire  public  highways :  Whittaker  v.  Eighth  Ave,  Railroad  Co., 
)bt.  (N.  Y.)  650  ;  but  not  of  the  width  of  the  streets  or  of  the 
nralks,  in  a  city,  nor  of  the  city  ordinances  establishing  the 
or  prescribing  or  limiting  their  extent :  Porter  v.  Waring^ 
.  T.  250.  It  is  well  settled  that  courts  of  general  jurisdiction, 
lished  by  the  authority  of  the  state,  cannot  take  judicial 
e  of  the  city  ordinances  or  police  regulations  of  any  muni- 
corporation  :  Case  v.  Mobile^  30  Ala.  538 ;  Porter  v.  War- 
mpra.  But  a  city  court  will  officially  notice  such  ordinances ; 
ise  it  stands  in  the  same  attitude  towards  the  municipal  laws 
e  city  that  a  state  court  occupies  in  reference  to  the  public  laws 
B  state :  State  v.  Leiber,  11  Iowa  407.  It  appears  that  private 
though  requiring  proof  by  evidence,  need  not  be  specially 
led,  but  may  be  exhibited* as  other  documents,  unless  admitted 
msent :  Legrand  v.  College^  5  Munf.  ( Va.)  324. 
1.  International  Law, — The  law  of  nations,  being  co-extensive 
civilization,  must  also  be  judicially  noticed  by  all  courts. 
I  the  law  merchant,  so  far  as  the  same  is  a  part  of  the  private 
national  law,  is  not  a  subject  for  proof  as  matter  of  fact,  but 
be  noticed  and  applied  by  the  court :  Jewel  v.  Center^  25  Ala. 

So  also  it  has  been  said  in  Connecticut,  "  By  common  con- 
and  general  usage,  the  seal  of  a  court  of  admiralty  has  been 
idered  as  sufficiently  authenticating  its  records.  No  objection 
prevailed  against  the  reception  of  a  decree  of  a  court  acting  on 
aw  of  nations  when  established  by  its  seal.  The  seal  is  deemed 
»  evidence  of  itself,  because  such  courts  are  considered  as  courts 
le  whole  civilized  world,  and  every  person  interested  as  a  party." 
mpson  V.  Stewart^  3  Conn.  181.  And  the  same  is  equally  true 
lie  general  principles  of  the  \&W8  of  navigation.  Thus,  where 
b  of  rules  of  navigation  (prescribing  the  different  kinds  of  lights 
e  used  on  vessels)  has  been  issued  by  a  foreign  government,  and 
pted  as  obligatory  by  more  than  thirty  of  the  principal  commer- 
nations  of  the  world,  the  courts  may  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
that  by  common  consent  of  mankind  these  rules  have  been 
liesced  in  as  of  general  obligation.  The  law  maritime  does  not 
lire  proof  as  a  foreign  law :  The  Scotia^  14  Wall.  170.  So 
the  national  flag  and  seal  of  all  civilized  countries  is  recog- 
d  by  the  courts:  Watson  v.  Walker,  23  N.  H.  496.  And  to 
ber  illustrate  the  same  principle — acts  which  are  criminal  by  the 
men  law  and  the  laws  of  all  civilized  countries  will  be  pre* 
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samed  to  be  contrary  to  the  laws  of  anj  state  of  the  Union :  Cluff 
V.  if.  B.  Jnt.  Co.,  18  Allen  308. 

As  a  principle  somewhat  analogous  to  the  preceding,  it  is  held 
that  the  official  seal  of  a  notary  public  is  self-proving  everywhere; 
in  other  words,  that  the  courts  of  one  jurisdiction  will  take  notice 
of  the  authority  of  a  notary  public,  commissioned  in  another  state 
to  administer  oaths  and  perform  other  duties  incident  to  his  official 
capacity,  without  any  other  authentication  than  his  signature  and 
notarial  seal,  and  will  infer  therefrom  that  he  was  dulj  appointed 
by  the  governor  of  such  state :  Denmead  v.  Maack^  2  McArtbur 
475 :  Browne  v.  Philadelphia  Bank,  6  S.  &  R.  484, 

IV.  Judicial  Notice  of  State  Law  in  the  Federal  Courts.— 
Whenever  questions  arise  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  which 
depend  upon  points  of  state  law,  the  adjudicating  tribunals  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  all  such  laws :  Merrill  v.  BawBon^  1  Hemp. 
563 ;  Jones  v.  JTa^e,  4  McLean  521 ;  Mewster  v.  Spalding,  6  Id. 
24 ;  Pennington  v.  CHbson,  16  IIow.  65.    So  the  Supreme  Court 
will  take  official  cognisance  of  any  law  of  any  state  which  may  be 
necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  questions  before  it,  and  the 
circuit  courts  will  notice  the  laws  of  all  states  within  their  territo- 
rial jurisdiction.    This  principle  may  rest  upon  either  of  two 
foundations.    (1.)  "  The  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are 
created  by  Congress,  not  for  the  purpose  of  administering  the  local 
laws  of  a  single  state  alone,  but  to  administer  the  laws  of  all  the 
states  of  the  Union,  in  cases  to  which  they  respectively  apply 
Owings  v.  Hullj  9  Pet.  625 ;  and  since,  as  we  have  already  seen, 
every  court  is  presumed  to  know  the  whole  body  of  the  law  which 
it  is  intended  to  administer,  it  follows  that  these  courts  must  be 
acquainted  with  the  state  laws.    (2.)  In  the  contemplation  of  the 
federal  tribunals  the  states  are  not    foreign,''  but  are  all  component 
parts  of  the  general  government  and  territorially  within  its  juris- 
diction :  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  Deady  809.     In  this  matter  the 
United  States  courts  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  which  direct 
the  tribunals  of  the  particular  state ;  e.  g.  as  respects  the  difference 
between  public  and  private  statutes,  and  the  fact  that  the  latter  can- 
not be  judicially  noticed.    So,  where  a  certain  act  of  incorporation 
is  declared  to  be  a  public  act,  so  that  the  state  courts  may  include 
it  within  their  judicial  notice,  the  federal  courts  will  do  likewise : 
Covington  Drawbridge  Co.  v.  Shepherd,  20  How.  227.    And  so 
of  a  statute  giving  a  county  authority  to  subscribe  for  stoek  in  a 
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ilroad  company,  and  to  issue  its  bonds  in  payment  thereof :  Smith 
Tallapoosa  Co.^  2  Woods  574.  To  this  rule,  however,  there  is 
I  important  exception,  viz. :  that  while  the  courts  of  one  state  cm- 
t  generally  notice  the  laws  of  a  sister  state,  the  judicial  know]- 
ge  of  a  national  court  is  not  confined  to  the  enactments  of  the 
ite  where  it  happens  to  be  sitting  at  the  particular  time,  but  ex- 
nda  at  all  times  to  the  laws  of  all  other  states  within  its  juriadic- 
^n.  For  it  would  be  absurd  to  make  the  scope  of  the  judicial 
lowledge  shift  and  vary  in  correspondence  with  the  venue  of  the 
rticular  action. 

As  a  general  rule,  when  the  proper  construction  of  a  state  statute 
s  been  fixed  and  settled  by  the  court  of  last  resort  in  that  state, 
e  same  construction  will  be  adopted  by  the  federal  courts  silting 
ithin  her  borders :  Mmendarf  v.  Tat/lor^  10  Wheat.  152. 
V.  Laws  of  Sister  States^  how  regarded. — It  is  a  general  rule 
at  foreign  laws  are  matters  of  fact  to  be  pleaded  and  proved.  As 
anicipal  laws  have  no  extra-territorial  force,  they  cannot  be  re- 
dded, strictly  speaking,  as  law  when  they  are  brought  before  a 
ibunal  foreign  to  the  jurisdiction  that  enacted  them.  And  the 
ily  reason  why  such  tribunals  enforce  them  at  all  is,  because  it  is 
pposed  that  contracts  made  in  foreign  countries  are  made  with 
ference  to  the  laws  there  prevalent,  and  that  those  laws  have  thus 
icome  incorporated  in  such  contracts.  To  enforce  the  contracts, 
erefore,  it  is  necessary  to  enforce  the  laws.  But  as  they  are  not 
oper  subjects  for  the  administration  of  the  domestic  tribunal,  they 
Qst  be  alleged  as  matter  of  fact,  and  their  existence  and  tenor 
list  be  established  by  testimony.  Now  the  states  of  the  American 
nion,  except  in  so  far  as  it  is  otherwise  provided  in  the  federal 
Dstitution,  are  regarded  as  independent  sovereignties,  and  their 
atual  relations  as  those  of  foreign  powers  in  close  alliance  and 
iendship.  It  follows  from  this  that  the  laws  of  each  state  are  for- 
gn*'  in  the  other  states,  and  cannot  be  judicially  noticed,  but  must 
I  pleaded  and  proved  as  facts.  This  proposition  is  abundantly 
pported  by  the  authorities :  State  v.  Stade,  1  D.  Chip.  303 ; 
erritt  v.  Woodruffs  19  Vt.  182 ;  Hempstead  v.  Reed^  6  Conn. 
}0 ;  Kline  v.  Baker,  99  Mass.  258 ;  Knapp  v.  Abell,  10  Allen 
$5 ;  Ames  y.  McCamber,  124  Mass.  85  ;  Miller  v.  Avery,  2  Barb. 
h.  582 ;  Hosford  v.  Nichols,  1  Paige  Ch.  226 ;  Dorsey  v.  Sor^ 
y,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  280 ;  Whitesides  v.  Poole,  9  Rich.  (S.  C.)  68 ; 
imms  V.  Southern  Ex,  Co,,  88  Ga.  129 ;  Shed  v.  Augustine^  14 
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Kan.  282;  Irvinff'y.  McLean,  4  Blackf.  62;  Botkrock  v.  Ptr- 
kinson,  61  Ind.  39 ;  Si/man  v.  Bayne,  83  111.  256  ;  Carey  v.  Bail- 
road,  5  Iowa  357 ;  Brimhall  v.  Van  Campen,  8  Minn.  13 ;  Bape 
y.  Beaton,  9  Wis.  328 ;  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable  Instmments,  §  865. 

But  there  are  certain  modifications  which  have  been  engrafted 
upon  this  rule.  Thus,  where  one  state  recognises  acts  done  in  pur- 
suance of  the  laws  of  another  state,  ita  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice  of  those  laws,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  determine  the 
validity  of  the  acts  alleged  to  be  in  conformity  with  them :  Car- 
penter V.  Dexter,  8  Wall.  513.  So  also,  where  a  question  arises 
under  the  Act  of  Congress  requiring  that  full  faith  and  credit  be 
given  in  each  state  to  the  public  acts,  records,  and  proceedings  of 
every  other  state,  the  domestic  tribunal  will  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  local  laws  of  the  state  from  which  the  record  comes ;  for  the 
very  sensible  reason  that  their  proceedings,  in  such  case,  are  subject 
to  review  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  since  in 
that  court  the  states  are  not  regarded  as  foreign,  and  their  individ- 
ual laws  are  ofiScially  noticed,  the  same  rule  should  obtain,  under 
these  circumstances,  in  the  state  courts.  As  remarked  by  Wood- 
ward, J.,  "  It  would  be  a  very  imperfect  and  discordant  adminis- 
tration for  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  to  adopt  one  rule  of 
decision,  while  the  court  of  final  resort  was  governed  by  another; 
and  hence  it  follows  that,  in  questions  of  this  sort,  we  should  take 
notice  of  the  local  laws  of  a  sister  state  in  the  same  manner  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  would  do  on  a  writ  of  error 
to  our  judgment:'*  State  of  Ohio  v.  Hinchman,  27  Penn.  St.  479; 
Paine  v.  Insurance  Co,,  11  R.  I.  411 ;  Bae  v.  Hulbert,  17  Dl. 
572 ;  Butcher  v.  Bank,  2  Kans.  70.  It  has  been  said,  in  Georgia, 
that  the  judges,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  may  proceed  on  their  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  laws  of  another  state,  and  that  their  judg- 
ment will  not  be  reversed,  in  consequence  of  their  so  doing,  unless 
it  appears  that  their  decision  was  erroneous  as  to  those  laws: 
Eerschfeld  v.  Dexler,  12  Ga.  582.  But  this  seems  to  be  an  iso- 
lated case.  As  showing  the  practical  operation  of  this  rule,  i^e 
may  cite  the  following:  The  courts  cannot  judicially  know  the  rate 
of  legal  interest  in  a  sister  state :  Clarke  v.  Pratt,  20  Ala.  470 ; 
Borsey  v.  Borsey,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  280 ;  nor  what  share  would  fall 
to  a  given  heir  of  an  intestate  who  died  domiciled  in  another  Btate* 
McDaniel  v.  Wright,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  475;  in  an  action  on 
tract  made  in  another  state,  and  specifying  no  particular  pl&<^ 
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rformance,  the  court  will  not,  on  a  demarrer  to  the  declaration, 
:e  judicial  notice  of  a  law  of  such  state  which,  applied  to  the 
itraci,  would  render  it  void :  Jones  v.  Palmer^  1  Dougl.  (Mich.) 
9 ;  an  averment  of  lU  pendens  in  the  courts  of  another  state 
»  not  necessarily  import  that  the  defendant  has  appeared  or  been 
Ted  with  process,  and  hence  is  not  a  good  plea  in  abatement : 
well  V.  Niwton,  10  Pick.  470. 

Another  important  exception  to  the  rule  that  the  laws  of  one 
te  are  foreign  to  the  courts  of  another  and  must  be  pleaded  and 
>ved,  is  found  in  the  fact  that  where  one  state  is  formed  out 
territory  originally  belonging  to  another,  the  courts  of  the  new 
te.  will  recognise  as  a  part  of  their  domestic  jurisprudence  all 
rs  of  the  other  state  which  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
)aration,  unless  repealed,  directly  or  by  implication,  in  the  new 
te.  Thus  the  courts  of  Kentucky  will  take  judicid  notice  of  the 
rs  of  Virginia  existing  before  the  former  state  became  indepen- 
Qt  of  the  latter :  Delano  v.  Jopling,  1  Litt.  (Ky.)  417.  And 
i  same  is  true  of  states  which  were  formerly  within  the  dominion 

foreign  nations.  So  the  Spanish  laws  which  prevailed  in 
luisiana  .before  its  cession  to  the  United  States,  and  upon  which 
9  titles  to  land  in  that  state  depend,  must  be  judicially  noticed 
d  expounded  by  the  courts  of  Louisiana  :  United  States  v.  Tur-^ 
r,  11  How.  663.  So  also  our  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  of 
9  statute  law  of  Oreat  Britain  in  force  before  the  separation  ;  but 
e  statutes  of  that  country  created  since  the  revolution  cannot  be 
iicially  noticed  or  established  before  our  courts,  except  in  the 
me  manner  and  by  the  same  proofs  as  the  criminal  laws  of  any 
reign  state :  Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fields,  2  Story  59. 
VI.  Foreign  Laws — ffow  Proved, — The  laws  of  any  foreign  state 

country  being  thus  seen  to  be  without  the  judicial  cognisance,  we 
e  next  to  consider  the  methods  of  proving  them  before  the  court 
len  they  become  material  to  the  controversy.  A  concise  rule  has 
en  laid  down  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  as  follows : 
The  existence  of  a  foreign  law,  written  or  unwritten,  cannot  be 
dicially  noticed,  unless  it  be  proved  as  a  fact,  by  appropriate 
idence.  The  written  foreign  law  may  be  proved  by  a  copy  of  the 
w  properly  authenticated.  The  unwritten  must  be  proved  by  the 
irol  testimony  of  experts Fnnis  v.  Smithy  14  How.  426 ;  Frith 

Spragucy  14  Mass.  455.    In  regard  to  the  written  law,  and  first 

to  the  mode  of  authenticating  it,  it  is  held  that  the  great  seal  of 
Vol.  XXXI  a.— 71 
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a  State  affixed  to  the  exemplification  of  a  law  is  sufficient  proof 
of  itself,  inasmuch  as  the  public  seal  is  a  matter  of  notoriety 
and  will  be  judicially  noticed  as  a  part  of  the  law  of  nations 
acknowledged  by  all :  Itobinson  v.  Oilman^  20  Me.  300 ;  State  v. 
Carry  5  N.  H.  867.  And  it  has  been  decided  by  the  supreme 
federal  tribunal  that,  under  the  Act  of  May  26th  1790,  prescribing 
the  manner  in  which  the  public  acts,  records  and  procdedings  of  the 
several  states  shall  be  authenticated,  no  other  authentication  of  an 
act  of  the  legislature  is  required  than  the  annexation  of  the  seal 
of  the  state ;  and  it  is  presumed  that  the  person  who  affixed  the 
seal  had  competent  authority  to  do  so :  United  States  v.  Amedy,  11 
Wheat.  892.  In  regard  to  foreign  countries,  however,  it  is  essential 
that  the  person  certifying  the  exemplification  of  the  law  should  be 
one  whose  duty  and  prerogative  it  is  to  do  so.  Thus,  it  is  not  a 
consular  function  to  authenticate  the  laws  of  a  foreign  state^  and 
the  certificate  of  a  United  States  consul  to  that  effect  is  not  evi- 
dence: Church  V.  Subbarty  2  Cranch  187.  And  again,  "the 
certificate  and  seal  of  the  minister  resident  from  Great  Britain  in 
Hanover  is  not  a  proper  authentication  for  the  proceedings  of  a 
foreign  court,  or  of  the  proceedings  of  an  officer  authorized  to  take 
depositions.  It?  is  not  connected  in  any  way  with  the  functions 
of  the  minister.  His  certificate  and  seal  could  only  authenticate 
those  acts  which  are  appropriate  to  his  office  Stein  v.  Batmanj 
18  Pet.  209.  The  general  rule,  then,  is  that  the  exemplification 
must  be  under  the  great  seal  of  the  state.  As  between  the  several 
states  of  the  Union,  however,  a  more  liberal  rule  obtains.  In 
general,  the  written  laws  of  a  sister  state  may  be  proved  by  printed 
volumes,  printed  by  the  authority  of  such  state,  and  purporting  to 
contain  the  public  acts  of  its  legislature.  In  point  of  fact,  this 
rule  is  dictated  by  principles  of  convenience,  and  affords  a  method 
of  proof  more  satisfactory  even  than  that  by  certified  copy.  It 
may  now  be  regarded  as  established  in  a  majority  of  the  states. 
Thus  it  is  said  in  Pennsylvania :  Printed  volumes  purporting  to 
be  on  the  face  of  them  the  laws  of  a  sister  state,  are  admissible  as 
prima  facie  evidence  to  prove  the  statute  laws  of  that  state 
Mullen  V.  Morris^  2  Penn.  St.  87.  And  in  Massachusetts  it  is 
held  that  where  a  printed  volume  of  the  laws  of  another  state 
contains  the  words  "By  authority"  on  the  title-page,  that  is  a 
sufficient  authentication  to  allow  it  to  be  introduced  in  evidence : 
Merrifield  v.  BobbinSj  8  Gray  150.    In  New  Hampshire  it  was 
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;e  said  that  such  printed  yolume  was  admissible  if,  according  to 
I  testimony  of  a  counsellor  of  that  state,  it  was  there  cited  and 
eived  by  the  courts:  Lord  v.  Staples^  28  N.  H.  448  ;  but  a 
er  decision  holds  it  sufficient  if  it  purports  on  its  face  to  ba 
nted  by  authority :  Emery  v.  Berry,  28  N.  H,  487.  And  see, 
the  same  effect,  Thomas  v.  DavU,  7  B.  Mon.  227 ;  Clanton  v. 
\me9,  50  Ala.  260 ;  Barkman  v.  Hopkins,  11  Ark.  157 ;  State 
Abbey,  29  Vt.  60 ;  Simms  v.  Southern  Ex.  Co.,  88  Ga.  129 ; 
throck  V.  Ferkinson,  61  Ind.  89 ;  Bradley  v.  West,  60  Mo.  34, 
contrary  doctrine  is  held  in  North  Carolina  :  State  v.  Twitty,  2 
iwks  441.  Whether  or  not  a  similar  authentication  is  sufficient 
the  statute  law  of  a  foreign  country  is  a  question  not  yet 
:irely  decided;  but  the  current  of  judicial  opinion  seems  to 
[uire  that  the  volume  offered  to  prove  such  laws  must  be  shown, 
extraneous  evidence,  to  be  duly  authorized  by  the  government 
the  foreign  country.  Thus,  a  printed  copy  of  the  Irish  statutes, 
en  supported  by  the  oath  of  an  Irish  barrister  to  the  effect  thaC 
had  received  them  from  the  king's  printer  in  Ireland,  and  that 
)y  are  good  evidence  there,  may  be  used  to  show  the  laws 
Ireland :  Jones  v.  Maffet,  5  S.  &  B.  528.  So,  also,  where  a 
nted  volume  of  the  laws  of  a  British  province  is  shown  by  the 
timony  of  witnesses  to  have  received  the  sanction  of  the 
scutive  and  judicial  officers  of  the  province,  as  containing  its 
rs:  Owen  v.  Boyle,  15  Me.  147.  But  an  act  of  the  Parliament 
Great  Britain  cannot  be  proved  by  an  alleged  transcript  of  it  in 
)   Canada  Gazette,"  although  the  latter  is  an  official  newspaper : 

V.  Workman,  20  N.  H.  879. 
It  is  generally  settled  that  the  common  or  unwritten  law  of  a  for- 
;n  state  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  of  experts.  And  to 
istitute  one  an  expert,  for  this  purpose,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
should  be  a  lawyer,  provided  it  appears  that  he  has  been  in  a 
sition  which  might  reasonably  be  supposed  to  require  familiarity 
his  part  with  such  laws.  Thus  it  is  said  :  "  The  law  of  a  foreign 
mtry  on  a  given  subject  may  be  proved  by  any  person  who,  though 
t  a  lawyer,  or  not  having  filled  any  public  office,  is  or  has  been 
a  position  to  render  it  probable  that  he  would  make  himself  ac- 
ainted  with  it;"  American,  ^<?.,  Co.  v.  Rosenagle,  77  Penn.  St. 
5;  Hall  v.  Costello,  48  N.  H.  179.  The  construction  given  to 
itatute  of  a  foreign  state,  by  usage  and  by  judicial  decisions,  h 
)art  of  its  unwritten  law,  and  should  be  proved  by  the  testimony 
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of  experts:  Dyery.  Smithy  12  Conn.  884.  In  Massachusetts  it  is 
provided  by  statute  that  the  books  of  reports  of  cases  adjudged  in 
the  courts  of  other  states  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  proye  the 
unwritten  law  of  those  states  :  Oragin  v.  Lamkin,  7  Allen  395; 
Ame8  V.  McCambeTj  124  Mass.  91. 

*  While  it  is  firmly  settled  that  foreign  laws  must  be  proved  as 
faetSj  there  is  much  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  proof 
of  them  should  be  addressed  to  the  court  or  to  the  jury.  On  the 
one  hand,  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  decide  upon  questions  of 
fact.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  the  undoubted  prerogative  of  the  court 
to  rule  upon  matters  of  law.  Judge  Story  (Conflict  of  Laws, 
§  638)  says  :  The  court  are  to  decide  what  is  the  proper  evidence 
of  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country ;  and,  where  evidence  is  given  of 
those  laws,  the  court  are  to  judge  of  their  applicability,  when  proved, 
to  the  case  in  hand.*'  And  the  same  rule  has  been  asserted  in  New 
Hampshire :  Piekard  v.  Bailey  f  26  N.  H.  152.  But  in  Massachu- 
setts it  is  held  that  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  foreign  laws 
after  they  are  proved  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  with  such  instrnc- 
tions  to  assist  them  in  ascertaining  and  applying  the  law  as  may  be 
deemed  proper  :  Salman  v.  King,  7  Met.  884.  And  again :  **  When 
the  evidence  consists  of  the  parol  testimony  of  experts  as  to  the  exist- 
ence or  prevailing  construction  of  a  statute,  or  as  to  any  point  of 
unwritten  law,  the  jury  must  determine  what  the  foreign  law  is,  as 
in  the  case  of  any  controverted  fact  depending  upon  like  testimony. 

*  *  *  Where  the  evidence  admitted  consists  entirely  of  a  written 
document,  statute,  or  judicial  opinion,  the  question  of  its  construe- 
tion  and  effect  is  for  the  court  alone Kline  v.  Baker,  99  Mass. 
254.  Perhaps  the  rule  that  is  most  closely  in  accordance  with  both 
reason  and  elementary  law  is  that  laid  down  in  the  following  lan- 
guage :  "  The  existence  of  a  foreign  law  is  a  fact.  The  court  can- 
not judicially  know  it,  and  therefore  it  must  be  proved;  and  the 
proof,  like  all  other,  necessarily  goes  to  the  jury.  But  when  estab- 
lished, the  meaning  of  the  law,  its  construction  and  effect,  is  the 
province  of  the  court.  It  is  a  matter  of  professional  science;  and, 
as  the  terms  of  the  law  are  taken  to  be  ascertained  by  the  jury, 
there  is  no  necessity  for  imposing  on  them  the  burden  of  affixing  a 
meaning  on  them,  more  than  on  our  own  statutes.  It  is  the  office 
of  reason  to  put  a  construction  on  any  given  document,  and  there- 
fore it  naturally  arranges  itself  among  the  duties  of  the  judge. 
State  V.  Jackson,  2  Dev.  (N.  C.)  668.    These  latter  viev^-s  arelogi- 
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Uj,  ably,  and  dogmatically  supported  by  the  learned  author  of 
ishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce,  Vol.  L,  §  419. 
VII.  Preuumption  that  the  Foreign  Law  is  the  same  as  Our 
m. — We  frequently  see  it  stated  that  the  law  of  any  foreign 
intry  is  presumed  to  be  the  same  as  our  own.  This  means  that 
lere  a  contract,  or  other  matter  in  dispute,  is  on  its  face  to  be 
iremed  by  a  foreign  law,  and  no  proof  of  that  law  has  been  ad- 
ced,  and  it  is  not  such  that  the  court  can  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  adjudicating  tribunal  will  proceed  upon  the  basis  of  its  own 
rs,  not  being  informed  in  what  respect  the  foreign  law  differs,  or 
?8uming,  within  certain  restrictions,  that  it  is  identical.  Thus, 
a  general  rule,  it  is  presumed  that  the  "  common  law  '*  prevails 
each  of  the  United  States :  Monroe  v.  DouglaeSy  6  N.  Y.  447  ; 
hitford  V.  Panama  Railroad  Co.y  28  Id.  465 ;  Copley  v.  Sand- 
rd,  2  La.  Ann.  336;  Rape  v.  Beaton,  9  Wis.  328;  1  Whart- 
Ev.,  §  314.  In  illustration  of  this  rule,  it  is  held  that  cham- 
rty,  being  an  offence  at  common  law,  is  to  be  presumed  to  be 
ainst  the  law  of  another  state,  the  contrary  not  appearing : 
\ur8Um  V.  Percival,  1  Pick.  415.  Again,  in  Massachusetts  the 
ring  of  a  promissory  note  is  evidence  of  payment  of  a  pre-exist- 
;  debt — the  law  will  be  presumed  the  same  in  Maine :  Hit/  v. 
imee,  123  Mass.  44.  Whether  or  not  the  stattUee  of  another 
ite  are  presumed  the  same  as  ours  is  a  question  propounded,  but 
t  decided,  by  the  New  York  court  in  the  case  of  McCulloch  v, 
yrwoody  68  N.  Y.  663.  Probably  not ;  since  foreign  statute-law 
80  easily  susceptible  of  proof. 

There  are  several  exceptions  to  this  rule  of  presumption.  In  the 
9t  place,  it  is  plainly  in  accordance  with  natural  justice  that  all 
Qtracts  and  judicial  proceedings  had  abroad  should  be  presumed 
;al  and  valid,  until  the  contrary  is  shown.  Hence,  if  a  contract, 
ide  with  reference  to  foreign  laws  and  to  be  governed  thereby, 
luld  be  void  or  illegal  by  the  law  of  the  forum,  the  court  will  noL 
ssume  the  foreign  law  to  be  the  same  as  the  domestic,  for  the 
ire  purpose  of  defeating  the  contract,  but  on  the  contrary,  ii) 
9  absence  of  proof,  will  understand  the  contract  to  be  valid  by  the 
*eign  law.  In  other  words,  the  presumption  of  legality  and 
lidity  is  stronger  than  the  presumption  of  identity  of  laws: 
Bishop  on  Mar.  &  Div.,  §  412  ;  1  Whart.  on  Ev.,  §§  314,  1260  ; 
nes  V.  Palmer^  1  Dougl.  (Mich.)  379.  For  example,  if  the 
fence  is  taury,  and  the  contract  would  be  usurious  under  the 
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domestic  law,  the  court  will  not  presume  that  the  kx  loci  contradui 
is  identical  and  so  overthrow  the  contract;  the  defendant  must 
prove  the  foreign  law  as  matter  of  fact :  Campion  v.  KiUe,  15  N. 
J.  Eq.  476  ;  Cutlery.  Wright,  22  N.  Y.  472;  DaviM  v.  Bmhng, 
19  Mo.  651.  So  also  courts  will  not  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
revenue  laws  of  another  country  :  Randall  v.  MensMelaer^  1  Johns. 
94.  So  where  suit  was  instituted  upon  a  promissory  note  made  in 
Jamaica  by  one  who  was  under  age,  and  no  evidence  was  offered  of 
the  laws  of  Jamaica,  it  was  held  that  the  court  would  not  presume 
those  laws  to  be  the  same,  in  respect  to  minority  as  a  defence,  as 
the  laws  of  the  forum,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover : 
Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8  Johns.  190.  In  the  second  place,  this 
presumption  cannot  reasonably  be  extended  to  countries  whose 
usages  and  customs  are  wholly  different  from  ours,  and  whose 
system  of  laws  has  nothing  in  common  with  our  own  jurispmdence, 
either  in  respect  of  origin,  traditions  or  theories.  Thus  there  is 
no  presumption  that  the  common  law  is  in  force  in  Russia:  Savage 
V.  O'NeiU  44  N.  Y.  298.  Nor  among  the  Cherokee  nation:  Duval 
V.  Marshall,  80  Ark.  280.  Nor  in  Turkey  :  Dainese  v.  Bale,  91 
n.  S.  18.  Nor,  finally,  can  the  presumption  of  identity  of  laws 
be  attached  to  any  local  idiosyncrasies  or  peculiarly  intra-territorial 
regulations.  As  remarked  by  a  distinguished  writer,  It  woald 
be  preposterous  to  assume,  even  prima  facie,  that  our  Statute  of 
Frauds,  or  our  fluctuating  liquor  laws,  or  our  laws  for  the  collection 
of  revenue,  prevail  in  Japan."  1  Bishop  M.  &  D.,  §  412.  And 
by  another :  Nor  can  a  judge,  as  to  a  notoriously  peculiar  domes- 
tic rule,  assume  without  absurdity  that  such  rule  obtains  in  a  sister 
state,"  1  Whart.  on  Ev.,  §  815.  In  conclusion  of  this  part  of 
our  subject,  it  is  held  that  where  a  statute  of  another  state  has 
once  been  recognised  as  the  law  of  that  state  by  a  decision  of  the 
domestic  courts,  the  latter  will  thereafter  take  judicial  cognisance 
of  the  statute,  and  until  it  be  proved  that  the  law  has  been  changed, 
will  presume  it  still  in  existence :  Cfraham  v.  Williamsy  21 
Ann.  594. 

VIII.  Judicial  Notice  taken  of  other  Courts  and  their  Judgeh 
— As  a  general  rule,  all  courts  in  the  United  States  will  take  judi- 
cial notice  of  the  fact  that  tribunals  are  established  in  the  seTeral 
states  for  the  adjustment  of  controversies  and  the  ascertainment  of 
rights :  Bozier  v.  Joyce,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  808.  But  in  rega^  ^ 
recognising  particular  courts  in  other  states,  the  practice  is  ^ 
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larmonious.  Thus  the  courts  of  Kansas  will  take  judicial  notice 
»f  the  constitutions  of  sister  states,  and  in  an  action  on  a  judgment 
•f  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Pennsylvania,  will  recognise  the 
act  that  bj  the  constitution  of  that  state  that  court  is  a  common* 
Ekw  court  having  original  and  appellate  jurisdiction :  Butcher  v. 
3rotansvtlle,  2  Kans.  70.  On  the  other  hand,  the  courts  of  Wis- 
onsin  will  not  take  judicial  notice  that  there  are  county  judges  in 
Jew  York  or  that  they  are  authorized  to  administer  oaths :  Fellows 
.  JtfetiMha,  11  Wis.  558.  Of  course  all  courts  will  oflScially  re- 
ognise  those  which  are  superior  to  them  or  co-ordinate  with  them, 
nd  their  practice.  And  it  may  now  be  regarded  as  settled  that 
ppellate  courts  will  take  notice  of  the  inferior  courts  and  who  are 
heir  judges :  Tucker  v.  State^  11  Md.  322 ;  Kilpatrick  v.  Com- 
riontoealthy  31  Penn.  St.  198.  But  see  Ripley  v.  Warren^  2  Pick. 
96.  So  the  circuit  court  will  take  judicial  cognisance  of  who  are 
he  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  in  which  it  is  held,  and 
rill  require  no  proof  of  their  official  character  unless  that  particular 
oint  is  directly  in  issue :  Chambers  v.  People,  5  111.  351 ;  ITibba 
.  Slair^  14  Penn.  St.  413.  And  the  Supreme  Court  of  a  state 
hould  take  notice  of  the  times  prescribed  by  law  for  holding  the 
erms  of  the  various  courts  of  the  state:  Lindsay  v.  Williams,  17 
Lla.  229;  McGinnis  v.  State,  24  Ind.  500;  Davidson  v.  Fetico- 
29,  34  Ttx.  27.  But  the  superior  courts  will  not  take  judicial 
otice  of  the  customs,  rules,  practice  or  proceedings  of  inferior  courts 
f  limited  jurisdiction,  unless  justice  requires  it,  when  revising  the 
udgments  of  such  courts :  March  v.  Commonwealth,  12  B.  Mon. 
5.  Or  unless,  we  may  add,  the  organization  and  practice  of  such 
ourts  is  regulated  by  statute,  in  which  case  it  would  be  included  in 
he  judicial  knowledge  which  the  court  has  of  all  the  laws  of  the 
tate.  In  California  it  is  stated  that  where  a  party  relies  upon  the 
ales  of  practice  of  the  district  courts  he  must  have  them  incorpo- 
ated  in  the  record,  as  the  Supreme  Court  cannot  judicially  notice 
hem  :  Cutter  v.  Caruthers,  48  Cal.  178.  The  court  will  always 
ake  judicial  notice  of  all  prior  proceedings  in  a  case ;  hence  it  ia 
nnecessary  to  offer  evidence  of  a  former  trial  and  the  verdict  re- 
amed on  such  trial,  on  the  hearing  of  a  plea  in  bar  of  once  in 
eopardy"  by  such  trial  and  verdict :  State  v.  Bowen,  16  Kans. 
75.  And  where  an  appearance  is  entered  in  the  inferior  court, 
nd  is  not  withdrawn,  and  an  appeal  is  taken  to  this  court,  and  the 
adgment  below  is  reversed  and  remanded,  and,  after  proceedings 
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there,  another  appeal  ia  taken  to  this  court,  this  coart  will  jndiciallj 
know  what  attorneys  have  appeared  in  the  cause :  Symmet  v.  M<gcf, 
21  Ind.  448. 

IX.  UxeciUive  and  other  Officers. — The  courts  of  a  state  are 
presumed  to  know  who  the  state  executive  may  be  at  any  time  when 
the  fact  may  be  called  in  question :  Dewees  v.  Colorado  Cownty, 
82  Texas  570.  So  it  will  be  judicially  noticed  that  a  certificate, 
indorsed  on  the  bond  of  a  county  treasurer  by  the  deputy  auditor- 
general  of  the  state,  was  so  indorsed  by  an  officer  of  the  state : 
People  y.  Johr^  22  Mich.  461.  And  the  same  is  true  of  the  officers 
of  a  county.  Thus  courts  will  officially  notice  the  appointment  or 
election  of  sheriffs,  as  well  as  of  other  executive  or  administratiye 
officers,  and  treat  them  as  officers  d«  facto  when  the  validity  of  their 
acts  is  called  in  question  in  a  collateral  manner ;  Thompson  v.  Has- 
kell, 21  111.  215 ;  Dyer  v.  Flinty  Id.  80.  So  of  tax-collector  and 
his  signature :  Wetherhee  v.  Dunn,  82  Cal.  106.  And  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  signatures  of  the  county  officers  and  of  such 
deputies  as  the  law  authorizes  :  Himmelmann  v.  Hoadly,  44  Cal. 
218.  But  see,  as  a  peculiar  case,  Shropshire  v.  Stale,  12  Ark.  190. 
It  is  well  settled  that  a  court  may  take  judicial  notice  of  who  are 
its  own  officers :  Dyer  v.  Last,  51  111.  179.  And  also  of  the 
genuineness  of  its  own  records  and  of  the  signatures  of  its  own 
officers :  State  v.  Postlewait,  14  Iowa  446. 

X.  Historical  Events, — All  courts  are  presumed  to  have  an  offi- 
cial knowledge  of  general  history,  and  they  will  require  no  proof 
of  events  and  circumstances  which  were  of  such  universal  notorie^ 
and  affected  so  large  a  proportion  of  the  population,  at  the  time  of 
happening  or  afterwards,  that  they  may  be  regarded  as  a  part  of 
the  public  history  of  the  country.  Further  than  this  it  would  be 
extremely  difficult  to  lay  down  an  affirmative  principle  of  distinction. 
Such  matters  are  judicially  noticed  by  reason  of  their  notoriety; 
and  Wharton's  description  of  notoriety  is  as  follows  :  **  Evidence  is 
not  needed  to  establish  that  which  is  so  notorious  to  persons  of  o^ 
dinary  intelligence  that  it  either  admits  of  no  doubt,  or  could  at 
the  moment  be  established  by  a  profusion  of  indisputable  testimony:" 
Law  of  Evidence,  Vol.  I.,  §  830.  As  illustrations  of  this  public 
notoriety,  though  not  as  embodying  a  principle  of  distinction,  may 
be  cited  the  following  instances :  The  separation  of  the  Methodist 
Church,  in  1844,  into  two  bodies  north  and  south  of  a  line,  was  an 
event  that  connected  itself  with  and  formed  a  part  of  the  history 
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:he  country,  and  hence  will  be  judicially  noticed  :  Humphreys, 
mside,  4  Bush  (Ky).  215.  The  courts  of  Alabama  will  offi- 
ly  notice  the  fact,  as  a  part  of  contemporary  history,  that  in  1867 
people  of  that  state  were  in  a  condition  of  great  financial  em- 
rassment  and  insolvency,  and  that  in  consequence  of  such  state 
affairs  it  may  not  have  been  practicable  for  a  guardian,  at  that 
e,  to  make  a  safe  investment  of  a  large  sum  of  money,  without 
le  delay  after  its  receipt:  Ashlet/  v.  Martin^  50  Ala.  537.  The 
rt  will  judicially  notice  the  agreement  between  Lord  Baltimore 

William  Penn  relating  to  the  boundary  line  between  the  two 
vinces,  as  it  is  a  part  of  the  public  history  of  Pennsylvania : 
wia«  V.  StigerSy  5  Penn.  St.  480.    So  also  the  history  of  the 

Nations  of  Indians  is  a  part  of  the  history  of  New  York  of 
ch  the  courts  will  take  judicial  notice,  as  well  as  of  the  extinc- 
1  of  the  Indian  title  to  a  certain  tract  of  land  within  the  state : 
ward  V.  Moot,  64  N.  Y.  271.    But  it  is  said  that  while  courts 

judicially  notice  matters  of  public  history,  yet  it  is  generally 
essary  to  produce  some  evidence  upon  the  point  sought  to 
^tablished,  as  by  contemporary  chronicles,  &c. :  McKinnon  v. 
21  N.  Y.  206. 

Q.  The  Course  of  Nature, — In  the  next  place,  it  is  well  settled 
\  judicial  notice  will  be  taken  of  the  ordinary  course  of  nature 

the  rotation  of  the  seasons ;  and  so  of  the  general  course  of 
iculture,  with  reference,  for  example,  to  the  maturity  of  the 
5S :  Floyd  v.  Bicksy  14  Ark.  286.  So  a  court  will  take  notice 
kout  proof  that  a  mortgage  made  in  January  upon  a  cotton  crop 
pon  a  crop  not  yet  in  being  :  Tomlinson  v.  Oreenfieldy  81  Ark. 
.  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  be  judicially  known  to  the 
rt  that  the  concentric  layers  in  the  trunk  of  a  tree  mark  each  a 
r*8  growth  of  the  tree  and  thus  indicate  its  age :  Patterson  v. 
Cav^land^  8  Bland  (Md.)  69.  Nor  can  notice  be  taken  of  mere 
ssitudes  of  climate  or  of  the  seasons  or  special  alternations  of 
ither :  Dixon  v.  Nicholh,  39  111.  372.  So  it  is  said  that  the 
lanac  has  long  been  regarded  and  held  as  a  part  of  the  law  of 
land.  And  the  court  will  notice  the  coincidence  of  days  of  the 
ith  with  days  of  the  week,  as  shown  by  the  almanac :  Allman 
7wen^  31  Ala.  167.  As,  if  a  bill  or  note  bears  date  on  a  certain 

of  the  month,  the  court  will  judicially  notice  if  such  day  were 
iday :  1  Daniel  on  Negot.  Instr.,  §  70.  And  further,  the  court 
i  take  judicial  notice  that  the  date  on  which  a  judgment  by 
OL.  XXXIXI.— 72 
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default  was  recorded  in  a  given  year  was  or  was  not  a  day  of  a  term 
such  that  the  same  was  not  prematurely  rendered  :  Bethune  ?. 
Haley  45  Ala.  522.  Moreover,  the  ordinary  limitations  of  human 
life  are  a  proper  subject  for  judicial  cognisance.  For  example, 
where  it  is  evident,  from  the  time  of  their  ancestor's  death,  that 
his  children  must  have  arrived  at  full  age  before  suit  was  commenced, 
the  court  will  judicially  notice  such  fact :  Floyd  v.  Johnson^  2  Litt. 
(Ky.)  109. 

XIL  Q-eographical  Features  and  Civil  Divisions, — Courts  are 
bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the  leading  geographical  features 
of  the  country  ;  but  the  minuteness  of  such  knowledge  is  inversely 
proportional  to  the  distance,  being  much  more  specific  and  detailed 
in  regard  to  the  territory  over  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction  than 
with  respect  to  foreign  lands  or  even  different  states.  Thus  courts 
will  be  presumed  to  be  acquainted  with  the  great  geographical  fea- 
tures of  the  states — such  as  lakes,  rivers  and  mountains,  and  of  the 
division  of  the  state  into  counties,  cities  and  towns,  and  their  rela- 
tive position :  Winnipiseogee  Lake  Co.  v.  Toufig,  40  N.  H.  420 ; 
Hinckley  v.  Beckwith,  23  Wis.  328 ;  Goodwin  v.  Appletmy  22 
Me.  453  ;  Martin  v.  Martin^  51  Id.  366.  And  of  the  navigabihty 
of  streams :  Neaderhouser  v.  State^  28  Ind.  257.  But  not  of  the 
precise  boundaries  and  distances,  nor  of  the  local  situation  and  dis- 
tances of  the  different  places  in  counties  from  each  other :  Oood- 
win  V.  Appleton^  supra.  But  the  area  of  an  established  county  is 
known  to  the  court  without  proof:  Commissioners  v.  SpitlerylZ 
Ind.  235. 

In  regard  to  the  names  of  towns  and  their  situation,  (a  contro- 
verted point),  it  was  said  in  Illinois  that  where  the  premises  in 
litigation  were  described  as  "  lot  five  in  block  one  in  Haley's  ad- 
dition to  the  city  of  Monmouth,"  the  Supreme  Court  would  take 
judicial  notice  that  there  is  a  city  of  Monmouth  in  Warren  county, 
Illinois,  and  would  presume  that  to  be  the  city  intended:  Harding 
V.  Strong,  42  111.  148.  But  it  is  the  general  rule  that  the  higher 
courts  of  the  state  can  only  notice  those  civil  divisions  which  are 
established  and  prescribed  by  the  legislature.  Thus  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Indiana  cannot  judicially  know  the  names  of  the  townships 
composing  a  given  county,  for  the  townships  are  established  by  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  not  by  the  legislature :  Bragg  v. 
Hush  County,  34  Ind.  406.  However,  it  is  permitted  them  to 
notice  that  the  state  and  the  township  are  distinct  political  organiza- 
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►ns:  LaChrange  v.  Chapman^  11  Mich.  499.    As  to  how  much 
towledge  is  required  of  points  outside  the  state,  the  decisions  are 
t  entirely  harmonious.    It  has  been  held  that  the  courts  cannot 
icially  know  of  the  existence  of  a  town  or  city  of  a  specified 
me,  as  New  Orleans,  New  York,  Janesville,  not  lying  within  the 
tte ;  Riggin  v.  Collier^  6  Mo.  568  ;  Woodward  v.  Railroad^  21 
is.  309;   Whithck  v.  Ca%tro,  22  Tex.  108;  Richardson  w 
illtanu^  2  Port.  (Ala.)  239,    But  these  decisions  are  not  satis- 
itory,  and  it  is  diflScult  to  conceive  any  substantial  reason  why 
irts  should  be  presumed  ignorant  of  the  existence  and  location 
those  well  known  centres  of  traflBc  and  commerce  which  are  so 
□iliar  in  the  every-day  parlance  of  private  individuals.   And  see 
ce  V.  MotUgomeiy^  4  Biss.  75.    At  any  rate,  it  is  apprehended 
it  this  restriction  could  not  be  applied  to  the  courts  of  the  United 
ites  ;  for  the  reasons  given  above  for  their  judicial  knowledge  of 
5  laws  of  various  states.    And  the  more  important  geographical 
tures  of  the  United  States,  considered  as  one  country,  may  be 
dicially  noticed ;  e.  g.  that  the  state  of  Missouri  is  east  of  the 
cky  Mountains :  Price  v.  Page^  24  Mo.  G5.    In  regard  to  the 
gth  of  time  required  to  make  a  railway  journey,  or  for  carriers 
transport  goods,  from  one  designated  city  to  another,  the  prevail- 
;  doctrine  seems  to  be  that  a  court  will  require  proof,  not  being 
e  to  determine  oflScially  what  time  should  be  allowed :  Rice  v. 
mtgomery,  supra.    But  in  a  recent  Pennsylvania  case  it  was 
i :     We  apprehend  that  the  ordinary  speed  of  railway  trains  is 
latter  for  judicial  cognisance,  and  hence  a  very  simple  calcula- 
a  will  demonstrate  with  approximate  certainty  the  time  within 
ich  mails  may  be  transported  between  such  cities  as  New  York 
1  Pittsburgh ;"  and  hence  an  instruction  that  "  there  was  nothing 
probable  in  the  idea  that  a  notice  of  protest  could  reach  Pitts- 
'gh  the  day  following  the  maturity  of  the  note,"  was  not  errone- 
1 ;  although    perhaps  the  learned  [trial]  judge  went  too  far  in 
ting  that  a  train  leaving  New  York  at  five  or  six  in  the  evening 
lid  reach  Pittsburgh  the  next  morning  at  eight:"  Pearcev,  Lang- 
101  Penn.  St.  512.    And  in  another  instance  the  court  took 
iicial  notice  of  the  usual  duration  of  voyages  across  the  Atlantic 
steam  or  other  packet  ships,  so  far  as  to  determine  that  one  who 
I  proved  to  have  taken  passage  on  a  particular  vessel,  which 
sel  had  not  yet  been  heard  from  after  a  great  lapse  of  time^ 
St  be  dead  :  Oppenheim  v.  Wolf,  3  Sandf.  Ch.  571. 
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There  are  but  few  cases  illustrating  the  rules  of  judicial  notice  as 
applied  to  the  geographical  features  of  foreign  countries,  but  those 
cases  exhibit  an  unexpected  liberality.  Thus  the  Louisiana  court 
once  took  notice  that  the  riyer  Mersey  in  England  is  filled  with  salt 
water,  the  tide  ebbing  and  flowing  therein  to  a  great  height :  Whii- 
ney  v.  Gauche,  11  La.  Ann.  482.  And  in  the  case  of  The  Peter- 
hoffy  Blatchf.  Prize  Cas.  463,  the  court  even  went  so  far  as  to  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  situation  of  a  town  in  a  foreign  country,  and 
that  a  bar  exists  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  on  which  that  town  lies, 
which  vessels  of  the  draught  of  the  ship  in  suit  cannot  cross. 

XIII.  Citetams  and  Usages. — Whenever  a  custom  is  public,  gen- 
eral and  notorious,  it  will  be  judicially  noticed  by  the  court  with- 
out proof.  This  is  true,  for  example,  of  the  custom  of  merchants 
to  charge  interest  on  their  accounts  after  six  months :  ICooru  t. 
Miller,  3  W.  &  S.  271 ;  WaU  v.  Boch,  25  Penn.  St.  411.  And 
so  of  ordinary  and  familiar  abbreviations,  such  as  ^^admr"  for 
"  administrator Moeeley  v.  Mastitiy  37  Ala.  216.  But  not  where 
the  custom  is  confined  to  a  particular  trade,  with  which  the  court 
cannot  reasonably  be  supposed  to  be  acquainted.  Thus  the  court 
cannot  know  officially  the  meaning  of  printers*  marks  at  the  foot 
of  an  advertisement,  and,  in  the  absence  of  further  proof  upon  the 
subject,  will  not  infer  that  such  marks  indicate  the  date  and  num- 
ber of  times  a  notice  has  been  published :  Johnson  v.  Mobertson,  31 
Md.  476.  The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  wages  of  or- 
dinary labor :  Bell  v.  Bamet,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  616. 

XIV.  Matters  of  Political  Economy  and  Conclusions  of  Seimet, 
— The  different  classes  of  notes  and  bills  in  circulation  as  money  at 
a  particular  time  will  also  be  judicially  noticed  :  Hart  v.  Stale^  55 
Ind.  599.  It  is  in  accordance  with  this  principle  that  the  Massa- 
chusetts court  said :  We  must  take  notice,  in  common  with  the 
people,  that  bank  notes  derive  their  value  not  only  from  the  ce^ 
tainty  but  the  facility  of  payment ;  consequently  that  a  man  in 
trade  in  Boston,  holding  a  bill  issued  by  a  bank  at  a  distance  from 
Boston,  can  less  easily  obtain  payment  than  he  could  if  the  issuing 
bank  was  near  to  him :  and  that  the  different  facility  of  procuring 
payment  of  different  bills  may  create  a  difference  in  their  value:" 
Jones  V.  Fales,  4  Mass.  252.  The  courts  will  also  recognise  the 
legal  coins  made  at  the  United  States  mint  pursuant  to  law,  and 
such  foreign  coins  as  are  made  current  by  law.  Hence,  in  prosecu- 
tions for  counterfeiting,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  lliere  are 
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line  coins  of  which  those  alleged  to  have  been  made  are  imita- 
3 :  United  Statei  v.  Bums,  6  McLean  23. 
t  is  not  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  they  may  infer  that  gin 
itoxicating,  without  any  evidence  of  its  properties  or  qualities : 
\monwealth  v.  Peckham^  2  Gray  514.  And  the  same  is  true 
hiskey  :  Ugan  v.  Statey  53  Ind.  162.  But  not  of  malt  liquors  : 
w  y.  State,  56  Ind.  188.  But  whether  or  not  benzine  is  of  a 
nature  with  camphene  or  spirit  gas,  is  not  a  matter  of  which 
court  can  take  judicial  notice  ;  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  : 
ir$  V.  Insurance  Co.,  92  Penn..  St.  16.  But  the  court  will 
ce  the  magnetic  variation  from  the  true  meridian:  Bryan  v. 
ifey,  6  Litt.  (Ky.)  91.  And  so  of  the  art  of  photography,  the 
hanical  and  chemical  principles  employed,  the  scientific  princi- 
on  which  they  are  based,  and  their  results :  Luke  v.  Calhoun 
,  52  Ala.  115.  And  finally,  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice 
le  construction  and  uses  of  that  useful  instrument,  the  ice-cream 
zer:  Brown  v.  Piper,  91  U.  S.  37 

H.  Campbell  Black. 

illiamsport,  Pa. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Circuit  Court,  E,  D.  Missouri, 

iTE  OF  MISSOURI  ex  bel.  BALTIMORE  &  OHIO  TELEGRAPH 
CO.  V.  BELL  TELEPHONE  CO. 

a  Massachusetts  corporation,  and  the  owner  of  a  patent  on  a  telephone, 
sed  B.,  a  Missoari  corporation,  to  do  the  telephone  business  of  St.  Louis, 
I  condition  that  B.  should  not  establish  telephonic  connection  with  any  tele- 
h  company  unless  specially  authorized  by  A.  A.  permitted  B.  to  establish 
•bonic  connection  with  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company.  Thereafter  the 
imore  &  Ohio  Telegraph  Company  applied  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  B.  to  per- 
telephonic  communication  between  it  and  the  petitioner.  A.  was  not  made  a 
jr :  Held  (1),  that  A.  was  not  a  necessary  party  ;  (2)  that  aU  other  telegraph 
panics  were  entitled  to  the  same  pririlege  granted  the  W.  U.  Co.,  upon  paying 
uune  price ;  and  that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  the  relief  asked.  Treat,  J., 
mting 

IppLiOATiON  for  a  mandamus. 
rarland  Pollard,  for  petitioner. 


K  T,  Allen,  for  defendant. 
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Brewbb,  J.,  (Orally) — In  this  case,  I  regret  to  say  that  roy  brother 
Treat  and  myself  do  not  agree  fully  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
It  is  an  application  on  the  part  of  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Telegraph 
Company  to  compel  the  Bell  Telephone  Company  of  Missouri — ^the 
company  having  the  telephone  business  of  this  city — to  permit  tele- 
phonic communication  between  it  and  the  petitioner,  the  Baltimore 
k  Ohio  Telegraph  Company.  The  defendant  answers  that  it  is  en- 
gaged in  the  telephonic  business  here  by  virtue  of  a  license  obtained 
from  the  American  Bell  Telephone  Company,  a  Massachusetts 
corporation ;  that  by  the  terms  of  the  license  under  which  it  does 
business,  it  may  not  establish  telephonic  connection  with  any 
telegraph  company,  other  than  that  permitted  by  the  licenser — ^the 
holder  of  the  patent — the  Massachusetts  company ;  and  it  farther 
appears  that  such  licenser  has  permitted  telephonic  communication 
with  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company. 

Now  the  question  is  whether  the  court  can  compel  this  defendant, 
doing  the  telephonic  business  of  this  city,  to  establish  communication 
with  any  other  individual,  or  company,  than  that  permitted  by  its 
license  from  the  patentee.  I  believe  fully  in  the  sacredness  of  pro- 
perty ;  but  I  think  all  property  stands  upon  an  equal  basis,  whether 
that  property  consists  of  gold  dollars  in  your  pocket,  real  estate,  or 
the  ownership  of  a  patent.  There  is  no  peculiar  sanctity  hovering 
over  or  attaching  to  the  ownership  of  a  patent.  It  is  simply  a  pro- 
perty right,  to  be  protected  as  such.  Starting  from  that  as  a  basis, 
while  every  property  owner  may  determine  for  himself  to  what  be 
will  devote  his  property,  yet  the  moment  he  puts  that  property  into 
what  I  perhaps  may,  for  lack  of  a  better  expression,  define  as  the 
channels  of  commerce,  that  moment  he  subjects  that  property  to  the 
laws  which  control  commercial  transactions ;  just  as  in  the  ware- 
house cases  {Mimn  v.  State  of  IlUnou^  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  and  reported  in  94  U.  S.  113),  it  was 
held  that  when  an  individual  built  a  warehouse,  and  put  his  pro- 
perty into  that  kind  of  business,  he  subjected  the  property  thus 
placed  to  the  laws  which  controlled  the  transactions  of  com- 
merce, involved  in  which  was  the  power  of  the  public,  through  the 
legislature,  to  regulate  rates.  No  man  holding  property  was  bound 
to  build  a  warehouse,  or  bound  to  put  his  property  into  that  par- 
ticular channel,  but  the  moment  he  did  so,  he  put  it  where  the 
legislature  could  say,    Tou  may  charge  so  much,  and  no  more,  for 
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B  transaction  of  this  business."  He  puts  his  property  into  the 
annels  of  commerce — as  multitudes  are  doing — into  the  railroad 
siness,  into  the  express  business,  and  into  other  channels  of  com- 
?rce.  Whenever  the  property  is  put  into  those  channels,  it  ia 
t  within  the  power  of  the  public,  speaking  through  its  legislature, 
the  power  of  the  court  enunciating  general  rules  operative  upon 
ch  transactions,  to  modify  leases,  modify  licensee,  control  duties. 
,  notwithstanding  this  licenser  has  given  to  the  licensee  the  right 

establish  a  telephonic  system  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  with 
ephonic  communication  with  only  certain  prescribed  telegraph 
stems,  the  moment  it  permitted  the  establishment  of  a  telephonic 
stem  here,  that  moment  it  put  such  telephonic  system  within  the 
atrol  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  the  control  of  the  courts, 
forcing  the  obligations  of  a  common  carrier. 
A  telephonic  system  is  simply  a  system  for  the  transmission  of 
elligence  and  news.  It  is,  perhaps,  in  u  limited  sense,  and  yet 
a  strict  sense,  a  common  carrier.  It  must  be  equal  in  its  deal- 
's with  all.  It  may  not  say  to  the  lawyers  of  St.  Louis,  "  my 
ense  is  to  establish  a  telephonic  system  open  to  the  doctors  and 
e  merchants,  but  shutting  out  you  gentlemen  of  the  bar.''  The 
)ment  it  establishes  a  telephonic  system  here,  it  is  bound  to  deal 
ually  with  all  citizens  in  every  department  of  business ;  and  the 
)ment  it  opened  its  telephonic  system  to  one  telegraph  company, 
It  moment  it  put  itself  in  a  position  where  it  was  bound  to  open 

system  to  any  other  telegraph  company  tendering  equal  pay  for 
ual  service. 

So,  my  conclusion  is  that,  notwithstanding  the  terms  of  this 
ense,  which  seem  to  inhibit  it  £rom  dealing  with  or  giving  its  tele- 
ionic  privileges  to  any  other  telegraph  company  than  the  Western 
[lion,  the  moment  it  established  its  telephonic  system  here,  that 
)ment  it  compelled  itself  to  respond  to  the  demands  of  any  tele- 
aph  company  or  any  individual  in  the  city  tendering  to  it  equal 
y  for  equal  privileges. 

The  application  for  mandamus  will  be  sustained. 

Trbat,  J. — This  is  an  application,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind, 
;ainst  the  licensee,  who  has  a  license  only  in  accordance  with  the 
rms  thereof,  and  we  are  asked  to  mandamus  that  licensee  to  do 
lat  he  has  no  authority  to  do  under  the  terms  of  his  license.  I 
low  of  no  power  in  a  court  which  can  change  a  contract  between 
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the  licenser  and  the  licensee,  and  give  him  a  contract  other  than 
what  he  has  made,  either  by  enlargement  or  diminution.  If  this 
application  had  been  made  against  the  American  Bell  Telephone 
Company,  which  holds  the  patent, — the  patentee, — ^it  would  have 
been  a  very  different  question,  and  the  views  suggested  by  my 
brother  judge  would  then  come  up  for  consideration.  But  how  is 
it  that  this  licensee,  who  has  only  a  restricted  privilege,  can  by  a 
mandamus  of  this  court  be  ordered  to  do  what  under  his  contracts 
he  cannot  do  ?  Can  we  make  a  new  contract  ?  Now,  so  far  as  the 
American  Bell  Telephone  Company  is  concerned,  which  holds  the 
patent,  it  reserved  for  itself  the  right  with  respect  to  telegraphic 
connections ;  and  it  is  alleged  in  this  petition  that  it  has  granted 
that  to  one  company.  Now,  if  the  American  Bell  Telephone 
Company  was  here,  as  between  it  and  this  party  petitioner,  the 
question  presented  by  my  brother  judge  would  have  arisen,  and  in 
that,  possibly,  we  might  not  have  differed  at  all. 

This  matter  is  not  a  new  one  in  the  courts.  In  the  noted  casein 
Ohio  the  court  proceeded  not  as  in  this  case,  because  there  were  two 
parties  defendant  or  respondents,  to  wit :  the  American  Bell  Tele- 
phone Company,  that  had  all  these  rights,  with  which  it  bad  not 
parted  ;  also  the  local  company,  and  the  charter  of  the  state  in  con- 
nection therewith.  There  is  no  such  case  here.  A  like  case  to  this 
was  reviewed  very  elaborately  by  the  Connecticut  Supreme  Court 
(I  think  in  49  Conn.),^  where  precisely  the  views  I  am  expressing 
were  entertained,  and  they  seemed  to  me  a  demonstration,  and 
express  much  more  clearly  and  forcibly  than  I  can  do  in  this  sum- 
mary manner,  the  true  doctrine  arising  out  of  the  sanctity  of  con- 
tracts. If  this  party  wishes  the  American  Bell  Telephone  Company 
to  grant  equal  privileges  to  it  with  another  telegraph  company,  let 
it  pursue  it — make  it  do  what  it  is  asked — ^but  I  cannot  see,  by  any 
true  theory  of  the  law,  why  this  local  party  is  to  have  its  rights 
enlarged,  and  its  duties  correspondingly  enlarged,  in  violation  of  the 
contract  under  which  it  rests. 

There  may  be  many  reasons,  of  course,  no  judicial  notice  of  them 
being  taken,  why  this  restriction  was  made,  to  wit :  Here  is  a  tele- 
phonic system  in  St.  Louis.  Each  one  of  you  present  here  may 
wish,  under  the  terms  stated,  to  have  such  telephonic  connection. 
It  is  stated  in  the  license,  which  is  a  contract,  that  no  one  of  you 


^  American  Rapid  Telegraph  Co,  r.  CwmectiaU  Telephone  Co.,  49  Conn.  352. 
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shall  use  that  for  the  purposes  of  taking  tolls  thereon.  In  other 
words,  if  I  have  a  telephonic  connection  in  my  house,  and  I  pay 
whatever  the  figure  is  for  it,  I  am  not  to  open  a  general  telephonic 
system  there,  and  let  the  whole  neighborhood  come  in  and  use  my 
telephone,  and  pay  me  therefor,  and  thus  destroy  the  telephone 
company's  income.  It  is  a  personal  right,  restricted  to  the  use 
of  the  individual  and  his  immediate  needs.  When  you  bring  a 
telegraph  company  into  operation  in  connection  with  it,  what  would 
happen?  At  the  telegraph  stations  here  probably  there  are 
thousands  of  messages  coming  in  every  day.  It  is  receiving  for 
these  telegrams  a  given  amount  of  money,  and  taking  its  tolls 
thereon.  Further  than  that,  instead  of  doing  as  heretofore, 
employing  its  messengers  to  do  this  work,  we  are  asked  to  compel 
this  telephone  company  to  do  that  messenger  work  for  it,  as  an 
individual  would  do  in  permitting  his  telephone  to  be  used  400  to 
500  times  a  day — it  may  be  for  general  purposes — and  the  whole 
telegraphic  business  of  the  country  poured  on  this  telephonic 
systena  and  done  at  a  low  figure.  That,  I  suppose,  was  one  of  the 
reasons  why  this  restriction  was  put  there. 

But  suffice  it  to  say,  in  my  judgment  there  is  no  authority  for 
courts  to  compel  a  man  to  do  what  he  has  no  right  to  do,  and  force 
him  to  violate  his  contract.  He  stands  on  his  contract  as  he  has 
made  it,  and  there  end  his  duties,  obligations  and  rights,  and  courts 
cannot  cause  him  to  violate  it.  That  is  my  view  of  the  case.  Par- 
ties must  pursue  the  American  Bell  Telephone  Company  if  they 
wish  this  question  to  be  presented.    It  cannot  arise  in  this  way. 

Brewbb,  J. — I  may  be  pardoned  for  suggesting,  and  I  do  it 
with  great  deference,  because  as  you  all  know  I  share  with  all  the 
members  of  the  bar  in  this  district  in  a  profound  admiration  for  my 
brother  Treat,  that  there  are  two  things  which  seem  to  me  to  make 
against  his  argument  very  strongly.  I  agree  with  him  that  if  this 
telephonic  system  had  refused  a  telephonic  connection  with  any 
telegraph  company,  that  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Telegraph  Company 
could  not  insist  upon  such  connection,  but  when  it  has  established 
^  telephonic  connection  with  one  telegraph  company,  I  think, 
every  other  telegraph  company  has  equal  right ;  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple that  if  it  established  a  telephonic  connection  with  one  lawyer, 
it  could  not  refuse  telephonic  connection  with  another  lawyer ;  and 
the  further  practical  question,  that  while  there  may  be  a  contract 
Vol.  XXXIII.— 78 
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between  the  licenser  and  the  licensee,  the  licenser  is  not  a  citizen— 
an  inhabitant — of  or  found  within  this  district.  Suppose  this  peti- 
tioner went  to  Massachusetts,  and  obtained  a  decree  there  binding 
the  licenser ;  that  would  not  bind  the  licensee ;  that  would  not  dis- 
turb the  contract,  so  far  as  the  licensee  is  concerned.  Would  the 
court  in  Massachusetts  have  entertained  a  suit  seeking  to  establish 
a  naked  legal  right,  and  without  practical  benefit  to  any  one?  The 
licensee  does  not  live  in  Massachusetts.  The  licenser  does  not  live 
in  St.  Louis.  Practically,  of  what  avail  would  a  decree  be  against 
a  licenser  in  Massachusetts  ?  Would  it  bind  the  licensee  here  ? 
Haven't  you  got,  in  a  last  resort — a  last  analysis  for  practical  re- 
sults— to  come  right  to  the  licenser,  the  holder,  the  proprietor  of 
the  telephonic  system  here  ? 

Treat,  J. — You  omit  one  consideration  (and  I  may  say  we  are 
not  going  into  a  discussion  of  the  question  on  the  bench,)  bat  it  so 
happens  that  the  licenser,  by  the  very  terms  of  his  license,  is  the 
only  party  to  make  connection.  He  has  done  it,  and  the  liceDsee 
has  nothing  to  do  with  it.  If  you  compel  the  licenser,  in  whom 
alone  is  reserved  this  privilege,  to  equalize  the  matter,  he  does  it; 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  licensee  agrees  with  whatever  the 
licenser  says  shall  be  done.  Hence  the  licensee  wouldn't  be  a 
necessary  party  anywhere. 


General  Bulk  of  Equality  and 
Reasonableness. — The  questions  under 
discussion  in  the  foregoing  case  have  al- 
ready been  considered  by  some  courts. 
In  Am,  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bell  Telephone 
Co.  J  10  Cent.  L.  J.  438,  the  telegraph 
company  applied  to  the  telephone  com- 
pany for  an  instrument  to  be  placed  in 
its  office.  The  telephone  company  re- 
fused, and  a  mandamus  was  asked  and 
granted,  compelling  it  to  do  so.  Judge 
Thateb  said :  "  The  principles  of  law 
applicable  to  railroad  companies  and  to 
other  common  carriers  unquestionably  ap- 
ply to  telegraph  and  telephone  companies. 
Having  established  their  lines  and  adopted 
a  uniform  mode  of  serving  the  publicf 
consistent  with  their  chartered  powers, 
they  must  treat  all  persons  similarly  sit- 
uated with  respect  to  those  lines  alike, 
and  without  unjust  discrimination.    It  is 


not  fbr  them  to  select  whom  they  will 
serve,  or  impose  conditions  of  service  oa 
one  class  of  customers  that  do  not  apply 
equally  to  all  persons  oocupyini;  the  same 
relative  positions  toward  the  company. 
•  *  *  If  it  erects  ite  main  line  akwig 
a  certain  street  or  streets,  under  a  power 
granted  in  its  charter  to  use  public  high- 
ways for  that  purpose,  and  under  acharter 
granting  it  the  power  to  condemn  land 
for  the  construction  of  a  telephone  line, 
and  if  it  elects  to  serve  the  public  by  fur- 
nishing instruments  to  residents  akMOg 
such  line  for  private  use,  and  by  making 
connections  between  such  instnunenti 
and  its  main  lines  :  above  all,  if  it  holds 
itself  out  to  the  public  as  prepared  » 
furnish  such  instruments,  and  make  Foeh 
connections  for  all  who  may  apply,  then 
I  should  say  that  its  duty  to  the  public 
compels  it  to  treat  all  residents  along  such 
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line,  with  absolute  impartiality.  It  can- 
not j2:rant  sach  facilities  or  render  such 
serricc  to  one  citizen  or  corporation,  and 
refuse  like  privileges  to  his  next  door 
neighbor.  ♦  *  ♦  It  follows,  from  the 
principles  above  stated,  that  in  rcfuaing 
to  grant  to  the  relator,  such  facilities  as 
it  affords  to  other  customers,  it  has  vio- 
lated an  imperative  dutj  imposed  upon  it 
br  law."  See  also,  1 1  Cent.  L.  J.  359 
(St.  Louis  Circuit  Court). 

The  same  point  came  before  the  Ken- 
tucky court  sitting  in  chancery.  Plain- 
tiffs were  proprietors  of  public  carriages, 
and  defendants  were  a  telephone  com- 
pany that  was  also  a  proprietor  of  pub- 
lic carriages.  The  court  said:  '^The 
real  contention  between  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  is  confined  to  their  carriage 
services  ;  the  defendants  insisting  that 
against  the  plaintiffs,  rivals  in  that  busi- 
ness, they  have  a  right  to  a  monopoly  in 
the  use  of  their  own  telephonic  methods 
of  communicating  and  receiving  orders 
for  carriages  ;  that  a  mere  rival  in  one 
branch  of  their  business,  cannot  force 
them  to  afford  him  the  facilities  which 
they  have  provided  for  another  branch 
of  their  business.  Upon  the  facts  ap- 
pearing upon  the  petition  and  affidavits 
of  the  plaintiffs,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  the  defendants  are  engaged  in 
two  distinct  employments— -one  operating 
a  telephonic  exchange,  and  the  other 
operating  a  carriage  service.  They  aro 
not  rivals  in  the  former  business,  and  as 
to  that  part  of  the  defendant's  business 
they  occupy  the  same  position  towards 
the  plaintiffs  as  they  do  towards  the  rest 
of  the  public.  The  defendants  are  a 
quasi  public  servant,  and  as  such  are 
bound  to  serve  the  general  public,  includ- 
ing the  plaintiffs,  on  reasonable  terms, 
with  impartiality.  They  are  governed 
by  the  principles  of  the  law  of  common 
carriers.  ♦  «  ♦  The  principles  an- 
nounced in  an  opinion  by  J adge  Thatbr, 
in  Am.  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Bell  Telephone 
Co.,  should  determine  this  controversy 


Louisville  Tranx/er  Co.  v.  Am,  /fiatnci 
Tel.  Co.,  24  Al.  L.  J.  283. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Nebrnskn  hfis 
rendered  a  similar  decision  in  t^Uttr  v. 
Nebraska  Telephone  Co.,  24  Am.  Rt^g. 
263.  Respondent  was  the  ownei*  aiitl 
conducted  a  system  of  public  tiOi  phonti 
exchanges  in  Nebraska  and  lo^^  in- 
cluding in  its  circuit  abont  IbQO  tele- 
phone instrtmnents,  supplied  by  It  to  that 
number  of  subscribers,  upon  the  tvrtm 
fixed  by  itself.  Relator  applied  to  be 
admitted  as  a  subscriber,  and  wai?  rrfijced. 
He  tendered  a  full  compliance  wirh  all 
the  rules  of  the  company.  His  pi  nee  of 
business  was  accessible,  no  reason  lining 
shown  why  his  request  shouM  ^lut  bu 
granted.  On  an  application  for  n.  man- 
damus, heidf  that  the  telephoiR^  h  a 
public  servant  in  the  commerce  of  the 
country,  and  that  respondent,  having 
undertaken  to  supply  the  demand  musi 
supply  to  all  alike,without  discrimiimtion, 
and  that  having  to  supply  the  demAnil  in 
the  city  of  Lincoln,  wherein  the  lelotor 
resided,  and  being  fully  able  to  furoish 
him  with  a  telephone  instrument,  the 
same  as  its  other  subscribers,  it  was  its 
duty  to  do  so.  And  so  also,  has  dechled 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio :  State  v .  Bell 
Telephone  Co.,  36  Ohio  St.  296. 

Similar  conclusions  have  been  reaehed 
by  courts  with  reference  to  a  board  uf 
trade,  and  its  duty  to  its  quotations  of 
prices  to  the  public  without  unjust  dis- 
crimination. Thus  in  Public  Grain  and 
Stock  Exchange  v.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  16 
Fed.  Rep.  289,  Tulet,  Chamclbr^ 
speaking  of  the  exchange  or  bonrd  of 
trade  said  :  It  may  be  true  that  nenhi^T 
the  couru  nor  the  legislature  can  interfere 
with  its  control  of  its  own  floor,  or  wirh 
the  right  of  the  board  to  disci pUni^  its 
members.  But  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  business  transacted  upon  the  floor 
of  the  board  of  trade  is  *  affectc<i  with  a 
public  interest'  to  an  extent  which  u  ould 
authorize  the  legislature,  and  the  eourtt 
in  the  absence  of  legislation,  to  prohibit 
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the  board  of  trade  exercising  any  dis- 
crimination  as  to  who  shall  receive  from 
the  telegraph  companies  tliese  market 
quotations,  or  as  to  what  telegraph  com- 
panies shall  be  allowed  facilities  for  dis- 
tributing the  information  to  the  public. 
It  is  opposed  to  the  very  spirit  of  its 
diartcr  that  it  become  monopoly,  or  a 
corporation.**  Bat  see  Bryant  y.  W,  U, 
Tel.  Co,,  17  Fed.  Rep.  825 ;  Bradley 
V.  W,  U.  TeL  Co.,  Cincinnati  Commer- 
cial Gazette,  April  8th  1883;  cited  17 
Fed.  Rep.  834. 

So  also  with  reference  to  gas  com- 
panies. Perhaps  the  best  case  affirming 
the  duty  of  a  gas  company  to  serTc  all 
alike  is  Shepard  t.  Milwaukee  Gas-Light 
Co.,  6  Wis.  547.  In  this  decision  the 
duty  is  grounded  upon  the  fact  that  a  gas 
company  is  a  practical  monopoly,  and  as 
such,  bound  to  serre  alike  all  who  are 
similarly  situated,  and  who  desire  gas.  It 
was  even  intimated  in  this  last  case,  that 
dealers  in  groceries  or  other  commodities, 
might  be  under  a  similar  duty  toward  the 
public.  "  But  suppose,"  said  the  court, 
"  the  citizen  was  prohibited  from  obtain- 
ing soap,  candles,  or  carriages  from  any 
other  than  the  particular  corporation,  how 
would  the  case  stand  ?  Could  such  com- 
pany wantonly  refuse  to  sell  to  the  citi- 
zen upon  the  usual  terms  ?"  Shepard  v. 
Milwaukee  G.L,  Co.,  6  Wis.  547.  That 
a  gas  company  must  serve  all  who  desire 
gas,  see  also,  N.  0.  G,  L.  ^  B.Co.\. 
Ihuldmg,  12  Rob.  (La.)  378 ;  G.  L. 
Co.  V.  Colliday,  25  Md.  1 :  P^pfe  v. 
Manhatton  G,  Co,,  45  Barb.  136  ;  Bed^ 
ding  v.  Imperial  G.  Co,,  7  Gas  Jour. 
418  ;  Phmyy.  Rouendale  U.  G.  Co.,  14 
Id.  937. 

The  duty  of  railway,  express,  and 
telegraph  companies  to  serve  the  public 
without  unreasonable  discrimination, 
either  in  prices  or  facilities,  has  been  so 
often  and  so  peremptorily  affirmed  by 
courts  of  the  highest  authority  that  as  a 
principle,  its  acceptance  is  at  least  pro- 
fessed by  most  managers  of  those  com- 
panies, however  short  of  living  up  to  its 


full  meaning,  they  may  come  in  the  actual 
transaction  of  their  business.  As  sus- 
taining the  application  to  these  companiei 
of  the  principle  of  reasonableness  and 
equality,  reference  may  howerer  be 
made  to  the  following  decisions :  McDuf- 
fee  V.  Railroad  Co.,  52  N.  H.  447  :  A*. 
E.  Ex.  Co.  V.  M,  C.  Bd,  Co.,  57  Me. 
194  ;  Bamelt  v.  Dutton,  10  N.  H.  481 : 
San/ord  v.  Railroad  Co.,  U  Penn.  Sr. 
378;  Mwm  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  8.  113; 
Winona,  Rd.  Co.  v.  Blake,U.  1^0; 
N.  J.  Nav.  Co.  r.  Merchants'  Bank,  6 
How.  382 ;  Vincent  v.  C.  ^  A.  Rd.  Co.,  49 
111.  33  ;  C.  N.  \V.  Rd.  Co.  v.  P^Je,  56 
Id.  365  ;  C.  A.  Rd.  Co.  v.  RopU,  67 
Id.  22  ;  Aflp/e  v.  A.  ^  V.  Bd.  Co.,  24 
N.  T.  269  ;  Southern  Express  Co.  v.  htm 
Mountain  Rd.  G>.,  3  McCrarv  U7 ; 
Southern  Ex.  Co.  v.  Louiscille^  NaAt'uU 
Rd.Co.,  20  Am.  L.  R.(N.  S.)  590  ;  ^oU 
V.  H.  i-  N.  H.  Rd.  Co.,  29  Conn.  538. 

The  conclusions  deduced  by  the  writer 
from  a  study  of  tlie  foregoing  and  other 
similar  adjudications  may  be  stated  as 
follows :  A  corporation  may  by  its  cbsrter 
or  some  statute,  be  made  a  public  com- 
pany. Public  corporations  most,  because 
they  are  public,  serve  the  public  without 
unreasonable  discrimination,  either  in 
prices  or  facilities. 

While  the  fact  that  a  public  corporation 
is  public,  obligates  it  to  deal  equally  by 
all,  yet  this  fact  is  not  the  only  reasoo, 
if  indeed  it  be  a  reason  at  all,  for  impos- 
ing a  similar  duty  upon  boards  of  tnde, 
telephone,  railway,  telegraph,  gas,  water, 
or  other  such  companies.  Ordinarily 
such  companies  are  private,  not  public 
corporations,  and  their  duties  to  the  peo- 
ple result,  not  from  their  status  as  poUic 
or  private  corporations,  but  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  business  they  are  engaged  in. 

That  business,  whether  it  consist  in 
supplying  transportation,  conunnnication, 
gas,  water,  quotations  of  prices  or  any- 
thing else,  is  serving  the  public,  acd 
when  any  one  even  a  private  pereon,  un- 
dertakes to  serve  the  public,  he  or  it 
must  render  the  service,  whatever  it  may 
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be,  impartially  for  all,  and  withoat  undue 
preference  or  unjust  prejudice  towards 
anj.  It  is  the  fact  that  the  service  is 
for  the  public,  and  not  the  legal  status 
of  the  servant  that  determines  the  rule 
of  law  that  governs  its  performance. 

fispocially  will  the  rule  of  equality  and 
reasonableness,  be  applied  where  the  ser- 
vant has  a  legal  or  practical  monopoly  of 
the  services  offered.  It  is  probable  that 
complaint  of  discrimination  will  arise 
only  where  a  monopoly  exists,  for  so  long 
as  there  is  competition,  buyers  unable  to 
make  satisfactory  contracts  with  one 
dealer,  may  readily  do  so  with  another. 
But  even  where  competition  exists,  it  may 
be  doubted  whether  a  public  dealer  in 
anj  commodity  may  wantonly,  unrea- 
sonably and  injuriously  prefer  one  cus- 
tomer to  another. 

CoNPLiCTiNO  Cases. — While  the 
weight  of  authority  is  believed  by  the 
writer  to  sustain  these  conclusions,  it  is 
not  to  be  understood  if  the  cases  sustain 
them.  Many  courts  decided  differently. 
Thus  with  reference  to  gas  companies. 
Judge  BiOELOw  says  **  No  public  duty  is 
imposed  upon  them,  nor  are  they  charged 
with  any  public  trust.  They  are  author- 
ized to  make  and  distribute  gas  for  their 
own  profit  and  gain  only.  They  are 
not  hound  to  sell  and  dispose  o*"  it  to  any 
one,  either  for  public  or  private  use  or 
consnmption.  It  is  entirely  at  their  own 
option,  whether  they  will  exercise  their 
corporate  rights  and  privileges  at  all; 
and  if  they  undertake  to  manufacture  and 
dispose  of  gas,  the  extent  to  which  they 
shall  carry  on  their  business,  is  left  to 
their  own  election.  Nor  is  any  power 
conferred  upon  them  to  take  private  pro- 
perty not  previously  appropriated  to  a 
public  use,  for  the  purpose  of  exerciring 
and  enjoying  their  franchise.  The  only 
right  and  privilege  given  to  them,  is  to 
dig  up  public  streets  and  ways  for  the 
purpose  of  laying  down  their  mains  and 
pipes  Commonwealth  v.  Lowell  G,  L. 
Co,,  12  Allen  75. 

So,  also,  with  reference  to  telephones ; 


in  American  Rapid  Telegraph  Ce*  v.  Om- 
nedicut  Telej)lume  Co,,  49  Vuim^  55 2 p 
wherein  the  Connecticut  Tel^ipJiono  Com- 
pany, organized  as  a  joint-st<  k  L  corpor- 
ation under  the  general  law  ofCoimcc  ticui 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  and  using 
within  the  state  mechanism  for  tdephoni^i 
communication,  purchased  from  the  Bell 
Telephone  Company,  a  Ma'^i^achusctts 
corporation,  which  owned  a  jmrent  for  a 
telephone,  a  license  for  a  tenn  of  yeori, 
to  use  its  device  within  a  certain  district 
in  Connecticut;  the  contract  contnitiing 
a  provision,  that  no  telegraph  conipanj, 
without  the  consent  of  the  licensors,  (who 
designated  one  company  for  tlu?  purpose), 
should  be  allowed  through  it,  to  collect 
and  deliver  messages  from  and  to  its  cus- 
tomers. Another  telegra^ih  (Company 
which  had  a  station  in  the  district,  having 
demanded  of  the  Connecticnt  corporation 
the  same  benefit  with  the  other  cutnpnny, 
with  an  offer  of  payment,  arnl  been  re- 
fused,  applied  for  a  mandamus  lo  compel 
tlie  corporation  to  grant  the  benefit, 
Heiiiy  in  refusing  the  appi  tent  ion,  that 
the  Massachusetts  corporation,  own  ing  the 
patent  had  a  right  in  granting  liceti^cs  for 
its  use  to  impose  whatever  restrictions  U 
chose ;  that  the  Connecticut  rorporatiotj 
therefore  acquired  a  right  onl\  to  the  re- 
stricted use  of  the  patented  device,  nm\ 
its  duty  to  the  public,  did  not  extend 
beyond  that  restricted  use  ;  the  stat- 
ute (Session  Laws  of  1879,  ch.  36, 
amending  Gen.  Statutes,  p.  342,  «eet.  8) 
requiring  all  telegraph  and  telephone  com- 
panies to  receive  dispatches  from  nil  other 
telegraph  and  telephone  lines,  (\nd  trans- 
mit them  on  payment  of  the  usnnl  charge, 
could  not  operate  to  compel  tlie  Connct*- 
ticut  corporation  to  do  what  it  had  no 
right  to  do  ;  that  a  Massachiipctts  statute 
to  the  same  effect  was  to  be  n>^nrilcd  as 
applying  to  the  action  of  thr  Ma^jjaehn- 
setts  corporation  as  a  carrier  of  s|n?ech  in 
that  state,  and  as  not  affecting  its  fx^hl 
to  manufacture  its  instruments  or  sell  or 
lease  them  in  other  states  as  the  owner  of 
the  patent. 
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With  reference  to  this  case  and  the 
opinion  of  Judge  Treat  in  the  principal 
case,  this  may  be  said :  If  the  decisions 
that  a  telephone,  telegraph,  railway  or 
other  snch  company  cannot  discriminate 
in  serving  the  public  are  sound,  then  the 
prorision  in  the  contract  of  the  Bell 
Telephone  Company  with  its  licensees, 
that  they  shall  furnish  instruments  only 
to  such  companies  as  may  be  designated 
by  the  licensors,  is  an  unlawful  stipula- 
tion. It  is,  therefore,  no  contract  at  all, 
so  far  at  least  as  this  provision  is  con- 
cerned. The  licensees  being  governed 
in  the  distribution  of  their  instruments 
by  no  provision  whatever,  or,  what  is 
the  same  thii;g  in  law,  by  a  null  and 
void  provision,  would  be  at  liberty  to 
famish  them  to  whomever  they  pleased, 
and  of  course  indiscriminately.  Such 
being  their  contract  relation  with  their 
licensors,  compelling  them  by  mandamus 
to  serve  all  the  public  alike,  would  not 
as  suggested  by  Judge  Trbat,  be  making 
a  new  contract  for  the  parties.  It  would 
simply  be  enforcing  their  duties  to  the 
public  in  a  matter  not  covered  by  any 
contract  which  the  law  could  recognise. 

Still,  as  has  been  already  intimated, 
there  is  considerable  conflict  of  authority 
concerning  the  public  duties  of  these 
companies.  See,  with  reference  to  boards 
of  trade  and  their  duty  to  furnish  the 
public  with  quotations  of  prices,  Bryant 
V.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  17  Fed.  Rep.  825. 
As  to  gas  companies,  see  further  AfcCune 
V.  Norwich  City  G.  Co.,  SO  Conn.  521  ; 
Commonweallh  v.  Gaa  L.  Co.,  12  Allen 
75  ;  fbt*rson  G.  L.  Co,  v.  Brady,  27 
N.  J.  L.  245 ;  Pudsey  Coal  G.  Co.  v. 
Corporation  of  Bradford^  L.  R.,  15  Eq. 
167  ;  Houlpate  v.  Surrey  Consumers  G. 
Co.,  8  Gas  Jour.  261  ;  Hoddesdon  G.  ^ 
C.  Co.  V.  Haselwood,  6  C.  B.  (N.  S.) 
288 ;  8  Gas  Jour.  261  ;  Com.  Bank  of 
Canada  v.  London  G.  Co.,  20  U.  C,  Q. 
B.  233. 

Price  Rboulations. 

1.  By  the  State  or  Municipality. — It  is 
the  undoubted  right  of  the  legislature  to 


regulate  the  price  of  whatever  may  be 
sold  by  a  public  servant  to  the  people. 
A  strong  case  upon  tiiis  point  is  Spring 
Valley  WaierwoHa  Co.  v.  Bartlett.  The 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks  was  organixed 
under  a  statute  providing  that  the  price 
of  the  water  furnished  to  San  Fraodsco 
and  its  citizens  should  be  fixed  annoallT 
by  two  persons  appointed  by  the  dty, 
two  by  the  corporation,  and  one  to  be 
chosen  by  the  other  four,  and  in  case  diej 
could  not  agree,  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
county.  Art.  14,  of  the  California  con- 
stitution, subsequently  adopted,  changed 
this  mode  without  the  consent  of  the 
company,  and  provided  that  the  price  of 
the  water  should  be  fixed  annuallr  br  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  the  city  and 
county  alone,  giving  the  company  no 
voice  in  the  matter :  HM,  that  such 
change  was  not  void  on  the  ground  of  tak- 
ing private  property  for  public  or  prirate 
use  without  compensation  or  witbont  dnc 
process  of  law  as  conferring  the  sole 
power  to  fix  the  price  upon  the  parchaser 
nor  as  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract :  Held,  also  tliat  the  fact  that  can- 
didates for  the  oflSce  of  supervisor  pledged 
themselves  to  the  people  to  fix  prices, 
&c. ,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  resolutions  of  a  public  meeting 
nominating  them  before  election,  did 
not  disqualify  the  supervisors  elected 
upon  such  pledges  from  acting  in  fixing 
the  price  of  water :  SpringValleyWater' 
works  V.  Bartlett  (California  1883,  TJ.  S. 
Circuit  Court),  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp. 
Cos.  94.  See  also  Spring  Valley  Water- 
works V.  Schottler,  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp. 
Cas.  122. 

2.  By  the  Company. ^Tbt  companr 
supplying  the  gas,  water,  communication, 
etc.,  may  itself  make  reasonable  diarges 
therefor ;  Birker  v.  Boston,  I  Allen  3«1 ; 
Cromwell  v.  Stephens,  8  Ab.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
26  ;  Allentown  v.  Henry,  73  Penn.  St 
404.  But  a  city  or  water  company  can^ 
not  make  unwarranted  discriminations  in 
particular  cases  or  arbitrary  charges 
with  the  penalty  of  forfeiture  of  the 
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rigbt  to  DM  the  water  provided  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  citizens,  making  a  fair 
compensation  for  its  use  :  State  v.  Mayors 
i-c.,  of  Jertey  City,  46  N.  J.  L.  297  ; 
Dayton  v.  Quigley,  2  Stew.  Eq.  77  ;  fhr- 
ker  T.  City  of  Botton,  1  Allen  361  ; 
Young  t.  City  of  Boston,  104  Mass. 
95  ;  Kip  T.  Pat^ton^  2  Dutch.  298. 

There  are  two  wajs  in  which  water- 
rents  may  be  rated  and  collected,  one  by 
meter,  and  the  other  by  house-rates  and 
estimates.  A  city  or  water  company 
may  adopt  either,  but  it  cannot  put  into 
a  house  an  expensive  meter— costing  say 
$200 — and  compel  the  house  owner  or 
occupant  to  pay  the  price  of  it  in  addition 
to  his  regular  water-bills,  and  it  would 
appear  from  this  case  that  water  charges 
should  be  fixed  primarily  with  a  view  to 
pa3ring  expenses  of  operating  and  main- 
taining the  water  system,  and  interest  or 
dividends  on  the  capital  invested,  together 
with  the  principal,  if  the  water  system  bo 
the  property  of  the  city  ;  State  v.  Mayor^ 
^c,  of  Jersey  City,  46  N.  J.  L.  297. 
Water  rents  assessed  on  vacant  lots  at 
rates  adopted  by  the  board  of  works  at  its 
discretion  and  without  regard  to  special 
benefits  or  valuations  are  illegal :  Jersey 
CUy  V.  VreeJand,  14  Vroom  638  ;  Pro- 
vident Ins.  for  Savings  v.  Allen,  37  N.  J. 
£q.  36  ;  State  v.  Mayor,  45  N.  J.  L. 
256.  And  laches  is  not  a  bar,  on  cer- 
tiorari to  set  aside  such  rents  as  having 
been  assessed  in  an  unconstitutional  man- 
ner. 

Water  supplied  for  "domestic"  use 
may  be  used  without  incurring  liability 
for  extra  charge,  for  washing  a  horse  and 
carriage,  &c.,  in  a  coach-house  and  sta- 
ble on  the  premises  of  the  rate  payer's 
residence  :  Busby  v.  Chesterfield  Co.,  E., 
B.  &E.  176. 

A  building  in  New  York  was  a  large 
structure  of  eight  stories,  each  story  com- 
posed of  lodging  rooms  adapted  to  the 
use  of  one  person  only.  Above  the  base- 
ment it  was  used  exclusively  as  a  lodging 
house.  The  rooms  were  small,  from 
four  to  six  feet  wide  and  eight  feet  long. 


and  were  let  to  lodgers  at  a  fixed  rate 
per  night.  There  were  no  arrangements 
for  boarding  or  cooking  for  guests,  the 
place  being  adapted  above  the  basement 
only  for  lodgings.  Nor  was  there  any  bar 
or  restaurant  belonging  to  or  connected 
with  plaintiflTs  occupation  of  the  build- 
ing. Held,  that  this  structure  was  not 
chargeable  for  water  as  a  **  hotel 
Cromwell  v.  Stephens,  3  Ab.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
26. 

A  person  occupying,  with  his  family  a 
suite  of  rooms  in  a  building  also  occu- 
pied by  other  families,  and  having  sepa- 
rate water  attachments  connected  with  a 
pipe  which  supplied  the  whole  building, 
and  on  which  pipe  a  meter  was  fixed,  can 
by  injunction,  restrain  the  company  from 
cutting  ofi"  his  supply,  because  he  insists 
upon  paying  for  the  water  used  by  him- 
self, rather  than  have  the  owner  of  the 
building  (also  objecting)  pn.v  for  the 
water  used  by  all  the  tenants,  and  then 
attempt  to  subdivide  the  sum  paid  by  the 
owner  among  the  various  tenants : 
Young  v.  Boston,  104  Mass.  95. 

Security  in  the  shape  of  a  deposit  of 
money  or  otherwise,  may  be  required  of 
a  consumer,  as  a  guaranty  of  the  pay- 
ment of  his  regular  rates :  Shepard  v. 
Milwaukee  Gas  Co.,  6  Wis.  549.  The 
company  may  demand  an  increase  of  the 
deposit  where  that  given  is  insufficient  to 
protect  his  large  and  increasing  consump- 
tion bills :  Ford  v.  Brooklyn  G.  L,  Co., 
10  N.  Y.  Supreme  Ct.  621.  When  the 
deposit  is  refunded  to  the  consumer,  the 
company  may  cut  off  the  gas  :  Littlewood 
V.  Equitable  Gas  Co.,  8  Gas  J.  541. 
But  see  Spratt  v.  South  Met.  Gas  Co.,  7 
Gas  .].  663  (1858),  deciding  that  where 
the  company's  cliarter  gave  them  no  au- 
thority to  demand  a  deposit,  they  had  no 
right  to  require  one  as  a  condition  to  sup- 
plying gas,  and  in  Westlake  v,  St.  Louis, 
77  Mo.  47,  it  WHS  held  that  payment  of 
a  water  license  under  threat  of  turning 
off  the  water  in  cose  of  continued  refusal, 
is  payment  under  compulsion,  and  if  the 
charge  is  excessive,  the  excess  may  be 
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recoTered  without  tendering  the  amount 
really  due.  The  deposit  demanded  must 
however,  be  reasonable  in  amount ;  if  it 
be  unreasonable — e.  g,,  2/.  asked,  where 
1/.  would  have  been  sufficient — it  may  be 
compelled  to  furnish  its  gas  or  water  on 
payment  of  the  reasonable  deposit: 
Samuel  t.  Cardiff  G.  Co,,  18  Gas  J. 
192. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  refusal  to 
supply  plaintiff  with  gas,  it  appeared 
that  plaintiff  made  a  deposit  of  2/.  10«., 
as  requested,  that  at  the  end  of  the  next 
quarter,  a  bill  was  rendered  to  him  by 
the  gas  company,  of  1/.  19«.  6c/.  ;  that 
in  June  following,  the  plaintiff  was  no- 
tified that  unless  he  paid  the  bill  at  once, 
the  gas  would  be  cut  off  by  the  company ; 
tlmt  he  refused  payment  on  the  ground 
that  the  deposit  more  than  covered  the 
amount  of  the  bill,  and  on  June  18th  the 
gas  was  cut  off,  and  the  company  sent 
him  a  bill  for  3/.  Us.  6</.,  minus  the 
deposit  of  21.  lOs. ;  that  the  plaintiff  was 
thereupon  summoned  before  the  magis- 
trate, and  compelled  to  pay  19s.  6</.,  a 
charge  of  5s.  for  cutting  off  the  gas 
being  disallowed,  and  that  afterwards  the 
plaintiff  requested  the  company  to  resume 
the  supply,  which  they  refused  to  do,  un- 
less he  paid  the  expense  of  putting  it  on 
again;  Held,  that  the  cutting  off  was 
illegal,  and  the  company  was  liable  for 
damages:  Half  hive  v.  Worthing  Gas 
Co-y  22  Gas  J.  136. 

In  a  suit  for  damages  for  the  refusal 
of  a  gas  company  to  supply  him  with 
gas,  the  court  said  there  were  "  three 
grounds  of  defence  alleged,  via. :  1st, 
That  the  plaintiff  was  a  joint  contributor 
and  that  this  was  a  partnership  debt; 
2d,  That  on  entering  the  premises  he  did 
not  give  notice  to  the  defendants;  Sd, 
That  the  company  was  not  bound  to 
furnish  a  supply  of  gas,  but  on  all 
of  these  points  the  opinion  was  in  favor . 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  a  gas  company 
had  no  right  to  deprive  a  tenant  of  his 
supply  because  of  a  disputed  debt  which 
he  had  expressed  his  willingness  to  pay 


if  a  court  of  law  should  dedde  he  wis 
liable      Penny  v.  Rotendak  U.  G, 
14  Gas  J.  927. 

Where  the  security  taken  by  the  com- 
pany was  a  demand  note  signed  bj 
plaintiff,  on  which  payment  was  imme- 
diately demanded  and  the  gas  shnt  off 
because  plaintiff  requested  a  short  dehij 
in  payment :  i/e^,  that  the  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  gas  bills  still  existed, 
and  that  the  refusal  of  the  companj  to 
supply  gas  was  not  authorized  by  the 
statute :  Foyrler  r.Ciarttrtd  Gqm  Cb.,  17 
Gas  J.  908. 

Inability  to  pay,  or  non-paymem  of 
current  bills  for  consumption,  warrants 
the  company  in  shutting  off  the  water  or 
gas :  People  v.  Manhattan  G,  L.  Co.,  45 
Barb.  1 36 ;  Moreg  v.  MttropoHtaa  6,  L 
Co.,  38  N.  Y.  Superior  Ct.  185. 

Furnishing  an  applicant  for  gas  with- 
out objecting  to  his  non-payment  of 
bills,  will  not  estop  a  company  from 
refusing  to  supply  him  upon  a  subsequent 
application  on  the  ground  that  bis  former 
bills  are  unpaid  :  People  v.  Ma^hattm 
G.  L.  Co.,  45  Barb.  136. 

But  the  non-payment  relied  npon  to 
justify  the  shutting  off  of  water  or  gas 
must  be  that  of  the  person  whose  water 
is  shut  off.  Non-payment  by  his  tenant, 
his  landlord,  or  by  some  other  person 
with  whose  liability  he  is  in  no  way  a 
privy,  will  not  suffice.  See  Datfttm  t. 
QingUg,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  77. 

A  gas  company  cannot  reqnire  the 
owner  of  a  building  to  pay  an  amoont 
due  by  a  former  owner  for  pas, «  the 
condition  of  supplying  him :  N-  0.  G. 
L.  #  B.  Co.  V.  Rtulding,  12  Kob.  (U.) 
378  ;  Aforeg  v.  MeiropoliUxn  G.  L  Co., 
88  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  185.  And  a  promise 
by  the  owner  of  a  building  to  pay  sn 
amount  due  by  a  former  owner  for  gas, 
made  in  order  to  obtain  gas  for  his  own 
benefit,  and  in  consequence  of  »  threat 
by  the  company  having  the  cxdnsive 
privilege  of  vending  gas  that  unless  the 
amount  be  paid  no  gas  would  be  fi- 
nished, is  void :  N.  0.  G.  L  t 
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T.  Ihuldingy  12  Rob.  (La.)  378.  And 
where  a  company,  baring  tbe  right  to 
cut  oft  water  from  any  coniamer  on  fail- 
ure to  pay  in  adrance,  notified  all  of  them 
that  after  March  Ist  the  rates  would  be 
adranced  from  $10  to  $12,  and  on  March 
1st  P.  tendered  $10  for  the  ensuing  year, 
which  the  company  refused  to  reccire, 
but  allowed  tbe  water  to  run  upon  P.'s 
premises  for  the  next  two  years :  Held, 
that  it  could  only  recover  $20,  because  it 
might  have  stopped  the  supply  March  Ist: 
Aqueduct  v  Page^  52  N.  H.  472. 

So  where  several  contracts  are  made 
between  the  same  parties,  for  different 
pieces  of  property,  each  requiring  its  own 
meter,  a  failure  to  comply  with  terms 
in  relation  to  one,  furnishes  no  excuse 
or  ground  to  the  company  to  withhold 
the  gas  from  tlie  other :  G,  L,  Co.  v. 
Colliday^  25  Md.  3. 

Application. — A  company  may  require 
its  consumers  to  make  a  written  appli- 
cation for  a  supply  of  gas,  water,  &c. 
But  where  a  gas  company  has  a  right  to 
insist  that  a  customer  shall  make  an  ap- 
plication in  writing  for  a  supply  of  gas 
in  a  certain  form  but  upon  an  oral  ap- 
plication, refuses  to  supply  him  with  gas, 
giving  a  different  reason  for  such  refusal, 
it  thereby  waives  its  right  to  such  writ- 
ten application,  and  the  fact  that  such 
application  was  oral,  is  no  defence  to  an 
action  for  refusing  to  supply :  Shephard 
V.  Aiilwauke€  G.  L.  Co.,  6  Wis.  539. 
Tlie  company  may  also  require  applicants 
to  sign  its  reasonable  regulations  :  Shep- 
ard  ▼.  Milwaukee  G.  L.  Co.,  6  Wis.  546. 

Inspection. — The  company  may  reserve 
to  itself  the  right  to  inspect  meters,  &c., 
at  stated  periods  and  with  notice,  but  it 
cannot  reserve  the  right  to  do  80  at  all 
times  and  without  notice  :  Shejiard  v. 
Milwaukee  G.  L.  Co.,  6  Wis.  549. 

Fraud  on  Company,  Connecting  Pipex, 
Sfc,  Unreasonable  Regulations. — A  reg- 
ulation that  after  the  admission  of  gas 
into  a  person's  fittings,  they  must  not  be 
disconnected  or  opened,  either  for  alter- 
ation or  repairs  or  extensions  without  a 
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permit  from  the  company,  which  may  be 
obtained  at  their  office  free  of  expense  ; 
and  that  any  gas- fitter  or  other  person 
who  may  violate  this  regulation  will  be 
held  liable  to  pay  treble  the  amount  of 
damages  occasioned  thereby  is  illegal  and 
void :  Shepard  v.  Milwaukee  G,  L.  Co., 
6  Wis.  549. 

A  gas  company  may  reserve  the  right 
at  any  time  to  cut  ofi'  communication  of 
the  service,  if  it  l»e  necessary  so  to  do  to 
protect  the  works  against  obuseor  fraud, 
but  cannot  assume  to  itself  the  whole 
power  to  decide  upon  the  question  of 
abuse  or  fraud,  either  in  fact  o  in  antici- 
pation, without  notice,  without  trial,  and 
of  its  own  mere  notion.  It  must  resort 
to  the  same  tribunals  upon  like  process, 
for  protection  against  fraud,  as  the  law 
provides  for  individuals :  Shepard  v. 
Mil.  G.  L.  Co.,  6  Wis.  549. 

Supplying  the  Public  with  Water — Pub- 
lic use. — A  town  was  presented  with  an 
ornamental  fountain,  provided  with  a 
trough  or  basin,  which  was  set  up  in  one 
of  the  public  streets,  and  supplied  with 
water  on  public  market  days  Jor  the  use 
of  cattle  in  the  market,  and  for  horses  if 
yolked  when  passing  to  and  fro :  Held, 
that  even  if  the  fountain  were  a  public 
nuisance,  an  inhabitant  of  the  town  would 
have  no  right  to  use  it  otherwise  than  as 
directed,  for  example,  he  would  have  no 
right  in  order  to  save  the  expense  of 
water  at  his  stables,  to  bring  his  horses  to 
the  basin  to  drink  :  Bildreth  v.  Adamson, 
8  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  587.  All  persons  of 
the  public  must,  however,  be  supplied 
equally.  A  supply  cannot  be  given  to 
one  of  a  class,  and  denied  to  others. 

In  Lumbtird  v.  Steams,  4  Cush.  62, 
Chief  Justice  Shaw  speaking  of  the  sug- 
gestion made  as  to  tbe  charter  of  a  water 
company  that  there  being  no  express  pro- 
vision therein  requiring  the  corporation 
to  supply  all  families  and  persons  who 
should  apply  for  water,  on  reasonable 
terms,  the  company  may  act  capriciously 
and  oppressively  ;  and  that  by  furnishing 
some  houses  and    lots  and  refusing 
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a  supply  to  others,  it  may  thas  i^re 
a  Talae  to  some  lots  and  deny  it  to 
others,  said :  Tliis  would  be  a  plain 
abnse  of  their  franchise.  By  accepting 
the  act  of  incorporation  they  undertake 
to  do  all  the  public  duties  required  by  it. 
When  an  individual  or  a  corporation  is 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  public  duty,  by 
misfeasance  or  non-feasance,  and  the  law- 
lias  provided  no  other  specific  punishment 
for  the  breach,  an  indictment  will  lie. 


Perhaps  also  in  a  suitable  esse  a  procets 
to  revoke  and  annul  the  franchise  might 
be  maintained  Lumbard  v.  Steam,  4 
Cnsh.  6^.  Failure  to  supply  the  public 
without  unreasonable  delay  may  make 
the  company  liable  in  damages,  or  to  a 
penalty  provided  by  statute :  Bedding  v. 
Imperial  Gaslight  Cb.,  7  Gas  J.  814 : 
Commercial  Gas  Co.  Scott,  L.  R.,  10 
Q.  B.  400. 

Adblbbbt  Hamilton. 


Supreme  Court  of  South  Carolina. 

GRIFFITH,  Administrator,  v,  THE  CHARLOTTE.  COLUMBIA  AND 
AUGUSTA  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

An  administrator  has  no  such  property  in  the  body  of  a  decedent  as  will  enable 
him  to  recover  damages  for  its  mutilation  through  the  negligence  of  a  railroad. 

Semble:  He  may,  however,  recover  damages  in  such  case  for  the  destrnction 
of  the  apparel  on  such  body. 

Appeal  from  Circuit  Court. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Simpson,  C.  J. — This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  ap- 
pellant, as  administrator  of  W.  Scott  Hook,  deceased,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  mutilation  of  the  dead  body  of  the  intestate,  snd 
the  destruction  of  the  apparel  in  which  it  was  clad,  and  of  a  silver 
watch  at  the  time  on  the  person  of  the  deceased ;  all  of  which 
alleged  to  have  occurred  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  defendant 
<»mpany  in  running  a  train  of  cars  over  said  dead  body  three 
several  times.  The  defence  denied  negligence  and  claimed  that  the 
complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
The  whole  issue  was  by  consent  referred  to  a  special  referee,  to 
hear  and  determine  the  same. 

The  referee  found  as  matter  of  law  that  the  action  by  the 
administrator  could  be  sustained.  As  matter  of  fact,  that  the 
mutilation  of  the  dead  body,  and  the  destruction  of  the  wearing 
apparel  resulted  from  the  careless  and  negligent  action  oi  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  amount  of  the  recovery  was  not  limited  to 
the  value  of  the  clothing,  330,  and  he  found  for  the  pl^in^^^ 
j}10,000  damages. 

The  decision  of  the  referee  was  reversed  by  his  honor,  Jo^S* 
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Aldrich,  upon  exceptions,  who  finding  that  the  alleged  negligence 
by  defendant  had  not  been  proved,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
maintain  the  action,  as  administrator,  because  he  had  no  property 
in  the  dead  body  of  his  intestate,  dismissed  the  complaint.  The 
plaintiff  appealed. 

(Here  follows  a  discussion  of  certain  questions  of  procedure 
which  is  omitted  as  not  of  general  interest.) 

Apart  from  the  question  of  procedure,  the  appellant  contends 
that  there  is  such  property  or  interest  in  the  dead  body  of  a  human 
being  as  to  sustain  an  action  for  its  wilful  or  negligent  mutilation, 
and  that  the  right  of  action  in  such  cases  belongs  to  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  deceased. 

This  proposition  raises  three  questions  as  applicable  to  the  case 
at  bar.  1st.  What  is  meant  by  the  term  property  ?  2d.  Can  this 
property  attach  to  the  dead  body  of  a  human  being  ?  And  8d.  If 
BO,  does  it  belong  to  the  administrator? 

The  term  "property**  may  be  defined  to  be,  the  interest  which 
can  be  acquired  in  external  objects  or  things.  The  things  them- 
selves are  not  in  a  true  sense  property,  but  they  constitute  its 
foundation  and  material,  and  the  idea  of  property  springs  out 
of  the  connection,  or  control,  or  interest  which  according  to  law 
may  be  acquired  in  them,  or  over  them. 

This  interest  may  be  absolute,  or  it  may  be  limited  and  qualified. 
It  is  absolute  when  a  thing  is  objectively  and  lawfully  appropriated 
by  one  to  his  own  use,  in  exclusion  of  all  others.  It  is  limited  or 
qualified  when  the  control  acquired  falls  short  of  the  absolute,  which 
may  be  the  case  sometimes  for  several  reasons  not  necessary  to  be 
adverted  to  here. 

Now  to  entitle  one  to  bring  action  for  an  injury  to  any  specific 
object  or  thing,  he  must  have  a  property  therein,  of  the  one  kind 
or  the  other  mentioned.  If  he  has  no  such  property,  he  can  have 
no  cause  of  action,  however  flagrant  or  reprehensible  the  act  com- 
plained of  may  be. 

Can  property  either  absolute  or  qualified  be  acquired  in  a  corpse, 
and  especially  as  involved  in  the  case  under  investigation  can  such 
property  be  acquired  by  the  administrator  of  the  deceased  ? 

As  to  absolute  property,  Mr.  Blackstone  says :  "  Though  the 
heir  has  a  property  in  the  monuments  and  escutcheons  of  his 
ancestors,  yet  he  has  none  in  their  bodies  or  ashes:**  2  Blackst. 
Com.  429.   In  Jacobs's  Digest,  it  is  said:  "A  dead  body  by  law 
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belongs  to  no  one,  and  is  therefore  under  the  protection  of  the 
public." 

Mr.  Bishop  said  :     There  can  be  no  property  in  a  person  de- 
ceased, consequently  larceny  cannot  be  committed  of  his  body,  bat 
it  can  be  of  the  clothes  found  upon  the  body,  or  of  the  shroud 
Bishop  Grim.  Law  792,  citing  East  P.  G.  652 ;  Hawkins  and  Hale 
P.  G. 

Mr.  Wharton  says :  Corpus  humanum  non  recepit  eatimatianm: ' 
Wharton  228.  Lord  Gokb  said :  The  "  burial  of  the  cadover 
nulliuB  in  bants. — Carodata  vermitis :  Flesh  given  to  the  worms." 

Mr.  Blackstone  said  again  :  That  is  the  case  of  stealing  a 
shroud  out  of  the  grave  which  is  the  property  of  those  whoever  they 
may  be,  that  buried  the  deceased,  but  stealing  the  corpse  itself, 
which  has  no  owner  (though  a  great  indecency)  is  no  felony  unless 
some  grave  clothes  be  stolen  with  it :  4  Blackstone  Gom.  235. 

These  are  strong  expressions  from  leading  and  distinguished  au- 
thors all  tersely  conveying  the  same  doctrine  and  concurring  to  the 
full.  We  have  been  referred  to  no  case  by  appellant,  in  conflict 
with  this  doctrine,  nor  have  we  been  able  ourselves  to  find  a  case, 
or  a  single  expression  in  any  texc-book,  which  affects  it  m  the 
slightest  degree.  And  that  this  should  be  so,  is  not  surprising. 
Because  while  it  is  natural,  that  we  should  all  feel  that  the  remains 
of  ancestors,  and  of  loved  ones  should  be  tenderly  watched,  and 
their  decent  interment  carefully  guarded,  and  the  mutilation  of  their 
dead  bodies,  and  the  disturbance  of  their  sepulchre  severely  pun- 
ished, and  while  all  laws  necessary  to  that  end  should  be  passed^ 
and  strictly  and  sternly  enforced,' yet  even  for  this  purpose,  to  make 
such  venerated  remains  the  absolute  property  of  any  one,  in  the 
sense  of  objective  appropriation,  would  be  abhorrent  to  every  im- 
pulse and  feeling  of  our  natures. 

It  is  true,  it  is  said,  that  in  some  portions  of  Europe  during  the  mid- 
dle ages,  the  law  allowed  a  creditor  to  seize  the  dead  body  of  his 
debtor,  and  in  ancient  Egypt  the  corpse  of  the  father  might  be 
hypothecated  by  the  son,  in  order  to  borrow  money.  But  these 
were  in  barbarous  and  heathenish  times,  and  such  ideas  ha?e  no 
existence  now  in  any  portion  of  the  globe.  On  the  contrary, 
wherever  civilization  at  least  dawned  or  has  commenced  to  throw 
even  a  flickering  light  upon  the  people,  reverence  for  the  dead  has 
become  a  universal  and  a  most  sacred  sentiment ;  one  which  would 
revolt  at  the  idea  of  their  remains  becoming  property,  much  less 
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property  in  the  sense  of  being  appraised  and  placed  upon  the  in- 
ventory of  the  administrator,  subject  to  the  payment  of  debts  and 
to  distribution  among  the  next  of  kin,  which  would  be  required  by 
the  law  of  this  state,  if  such  remains  could  be  regarded  as  property 
and  on  that  account  passing  to  the  administrator.  But  can  there 
not  be  a  qualified  property  in  the  dead,  one  which  gives  control  to  . 
some  one  with  the  view  to  protection,  to  decent  interment,  and  to 
undisturbed  repose,  while  they  are  dissolving  and  returning  to  the 
dust  from  which  they  were  created  ?  Can  it  be  that  there  is  no  legal 
guardianship  of  the  dead  ?  And  that  when  the  life  escapes,  the 
body  is  left,  so  far  as  the  law  is  concerned,  without  protection,  even 
from  wanton  and  malicious  depredation,  and  that  those  to  whom  it 
was  bound,  in  life  by  the  tenderest  of  ties,  can  invoke  the  aid  of 
no  court  in  preventing  its  mutilation,  and  must  they  resort  to  violence 
and  force  for  this  purpose  ?  If  such  be  the  fact,  it  is  a  reproach  to 
our  judicial  system,  and  one  which  calls  earnestly  for  legislative 
interposition. 

And  yet  such  seems  to  be  the  fact,  at  least  the  matter  is  left  in 
great  doubt,  so  far  as  our  limited  examination  of  the  cases  both  in 
this  country  and  in  England,  amid  the  press  of  our  duties,  has  ena- 
bled us  to  ascertain.  Certainly  the  administrator  has  no  legal  control 
or  authority  over  the  dead  body  of  the  person  upon  whose  estate 
he  has  administered.  His  entire  authority  is  derived  from  the  act, 
by  virtue  of  which  his  letters  have  been  granted  to  him,  and  that 
gives  him  charge  only  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  rights  and 
credits,"  which  were  of  the  deceased.  The  body  of  the  intestate 
belongs  to  neither  of  these  classes,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  law 
for  him  to  take  it  in  charge.  True  he  is  required  to  pay  as  the  first 
of  debts,  the  funeral  expenses,  but  it  would  be  a  violent  assumption 
to  conclude  on  that  account,  that  he  becomes  the  legal  custodian 
of  the  remains,  or  even  if  he  should,  it  could  only  be  so,  as  to  the 
funeral  and  burial,  because  the  expenses  extend  no  further,  they 
stop  at  the  grave.  The  question  would  then  arise  who  could  legally 
protect  beyond  that  point,  and  in  whose  behalf  could  the  law  be 
invoked  to  redress  an  invasion  of  the  tomb. 

We  have  looked  diligently  through  the  common  law  reports  of 
England  and  have  found  no  case,  in  which  the  civil  courts  have 
been  appealed  to  in  matters  connected  with  the  bodies  of  the  dead. 
On  the  conrrarv,  their  burial,  the  grave-yards  and  cemeteries  in 
which  they  are  interred  and  the  religious  ceremonies  observed  have 
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been  left  exclusively  to  ecclesiastical  cognisance ;  the  civil  coarts 
universally  holding,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Coke,  that  the  banal 
of  the  cadover  is  nuUiua  in  bonU"  In  some  of  the  states  upon 
this  continent,  especially  in  Rhode  Island,  in  Fennsyhania,  and 
New  York,  the  courts,  endeavoring  to  escape  from  this  reproach, 
have  held  in  general  terms  that  the  corpse  belongs,  not  to  the  ad- 
ministrator but  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  that  is  as  far  as  the  cases 
referred  to  by  appellant's  counsel  seem  to  go.  In  the  c^e  at  Pierce 
V.  The  Swan  Point  Cemetery  Co.,  10  R.  I.  227,  it  was  held  that 
while  a  dead  body  is  not  property  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  common 
law,  it  is  quasi  property  over  which  the  relatives  of  the  deceased 
have  rights  which  the  courts  will  protect. 

In  the  case  of  In  re  Widening  Beekman  Street,  4  Bradf.  503, 
it  was  held,  that  the  right  to  bury  the  corpse  and  to  preserve  its 
remains  is  a  legal  right  which  the  courts  will  protect.  That  snch 
right,  in  the  absence  of  any  testamentary  disposition,  belongs  ex- 
clusively to  the  next  of  kin."  In  Bogert  v.  City  of  Indianapolis, 
13  Ind.  135,  it  was  held,  that  the  bodies  of  the  dead  belong  to  the 
surviving  relations  in  the  order  of  inheritance,  as  property.  In 
Wynkoop  v.  Wynkoop,  42  Penn.  St.  293,  it  was  held  that  a 
wife  has  no  right  or  control  over  the  body  of  her  husband,  deceased, 
after  burial.  The  disposition  of  the  remains  of  the  deceased 
belongs  thereafter  exclusively  to  his  next  of  kin;"  that  though 
it  was  her  duty  to  bury  the  body,  as  widow  after  interment  her 
right  ended.  Upon  what  authority  or  established  principle  of 
the  common  law  these  decisions  were  founded,  even  to  the  extent 
of  legalizing  the  right  of  the  nearest  of  kin,  does  not  fully  appear, 
but  they  afford  no  support  to  the  position  that  the  administrator 
has  any  control  whatever,  which  is  the  question  here.  We  have 
no  case  in  our  own  reports  upon  the  subject,  certainly  no  case 
bearing  upon  the  precise  point  before  us,  t.  the  rights  of  the 
administrator.  In  the  absence  of  all  authority,  and  looking  at  the 
act,  which  authorizes  administration,  and  defines  the  duties  and 
powers  of  administrators  and  describes  the  property  which  by  opera- 
tion of  law  becomes  his,  we  are  constrained  to  the  conclusioRi 
that  so  far  as  this  action  is  founded  upon  the  mutilation  of  the 
deceased  by  the  defendant  company,  whether  accidental,  wilfol,  or 
negligent,  it  cannot  be  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  hishonon 
the  circuit  judge  was  correct  in  so  holding. 

This,  however,  does  not  apply  to  the  clothes  in  which  the  body 
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was  clad,  and  the  silver  watch  upon  the  person.  As  to  these  the 
administrator  was  the  legal  owner,  and  his  appointment,  though 
made  after  the  occurrence,  reached  to  the  death,  his  title  com- 
mencing at  the  time.  As  to  these  then  the  action  was  maintainable, 
and  we  think  that  his  honor  was  in  error  in  not  so  holding  :  Mc- 
Lain'%  Admr.  y.  Elden^  Brev.  Mass.  Rep. ;  Dealy  y.  Lance^  2 
Srpeer  485. 

But  the  majority  of  this  court  having  in  the  case  of  Henry  A. 
Meetze  y.  The  C.  C.  ^  A.  Railroad^  determined  that  the  circuit 
judge  had  the  power  to  review  and  reverse  the  findings  of  fact  of 
the  referee,  and  he  having  exercised  that  power  in  this  case ;  the 
judgment  of  this  court  therefore  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  be  aflSrmed. 

McIVER,  A.  J.,  and  McOowan,  A.  J.,  concur. 


The  law  as  to  the  rights  of  living  per- 
sons orer  the  bodies  of  deceased  haman 
beings  will  be  considered  under  the  fol- 
lowing heads : 

First. — Is  there  any  obligation  resting 
upon  society  to  bury  the  bodies  of  de- 
ceased persons,  and  if  there  is,  who  is 
bound  by  law  to  bury  the  bodies  of  dead 
persons  ? 

Second. — Can  there  be  property  in  a 
dead  body,  and  how  far  can  it  be  dis- 
posed of  by  will  f 

Third. — ^If  there  is  any  obligation  to 
borj  the  bodies  of  deceased  persons  have 
those  on  whom  the  obligation  is  cast  a 
right  to  order  post-mortems  or  dissec- 
tion ? 

Fourth. — If  they  who  are  obliged  to 
bury  have  the  right  of  ordering  post- 
mortems and  dissection,  are  they  bound 
to  bury  the  body  after  the  post-mortem 
or  dissection,  or  can  they  dispose  of  it  in 
an  J  way  that  is  not  a  nuisance  to  others  ? 

First. — Considerations  of  public  pol- 
icy demand  that  the  bodies  of  persons 
deceased  must  be  disposed  of  so  that 
they  shall  not  become  public  nuisances. 
In  the  leading  case  of  Queen  v.  Stewart^ 
12  A.  &  £.  778,  which  arose  on  an  at- 
tempt by  the  officers  of  a  private  hos- 
pital to  compel  the  overseers  of  the  par- 


ish to  bury  the  body  of  a  deceased  pauper 
who  died  within  the  walls  of  the  hospital, 
it  was  decided  that  there  was  a  common- 
law  right  to  Christian  burial  existing  in 
favor  of  all  persons  not  within  certain 
ecclesiastical  prohibitions.  Lord  Den- 
XAN  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  that  case  said :  **  Every  person 
dying  in  this  country,  and  not  within 
certain  exclusions  laid  down  by  the  eccle- 
siastical law,  has  a  right  to  Christian 
burial,  and  that  implies  the  right  to  be 
carried  from  the  place  where  his  body  lies 
to  the  parish  cemetery.'* 

The  cases  have  laid  down  no  rule  as 
to  what  constitutes  Christian  burial ;  but 
in  England  where  there  is  an  established 
church  the  significance  of  such  words  is 
greater  than  in  the  United  States.  The 
American  authorities  a]l  uphold  the  doc- 
trine of  Queen  v.  Stewart ;  but  in  Amer- 
ica, where  the  nature  of  our  institutions 
prevents  the  existence  of  any  ecclesias- 
tical prohibitions,  the  right  to  burial  must 
be  general. 

A  dead  man  can  of  course  have  no 
rights,  and  the  so-called  right  to  burial 
is  consequently  an  obligation  to  bury, 
which  is  imposed  for  the  benefit  of  society 
at  large  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  any 
individual  upon  certain  living  persons 
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hereafter  roentioned ;  and  the  grounds 
for  its  imposition  and  enforcement  is 
public  health  and  decency:  Qtieen  v. 
Stewart,  supra ;  Wynkoop  t.  Wynkoopf 
42  Penn.  St.  293. 

The  principal  inquiry  is  on  whom  is 
this  obligation  of  burying  deceased  per- 
sons cast  ? 

An  executor  or  administrator  must 
bury  the  body  of  his  deceased  testator  or 
intestate  :  Williams  WiUiams,  L.  R., 
20  Ch.  Div.  659  ;  g.  c.  21  Am,  L. 
Reg.  508  ;  Williams  on  Executors,  7th 
ed.,  p.  968  ;  Wipikoop  v.  Wynkoop,  supra; 
2  Black.  Com.  508. 

In  Wynkoop  t.  WytJcoop,  the  court 
said :  *'  The  executor  or  administrator 
must  bury  the  deceased  in  a  manner  suit- 
able to  the  estate  he  leaves  behind  him 
and  such  funeral  expenses  arc  placed  by 
an  Act  of  Assembly,  in  the  first  class  of 
preferred  debts." 

It  is  also  held  to  be  the  duty,  and  hence 
the  right  of  the  husband  or  wife  to  bury 
the  deceased  consort :  Weld  r.  Walker, 
130  MasB.  422 ;  Jenkins  Tucker,  !  H. 
Bl.  90.  A  parent  must  bury  his  deceased 
child  :  Reg.  v.  Vann,  2  Denison's  Cr. 
Cas.  325. 

In  this  case  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entirely  destitute ;  he  had 
been  offered  a  loan  of  money,  for  the 
purpose  of  burying  his  child  which  he 
declined  to  receive  on  the  terms  offered. 
The  child's  body  remaining  unbnried 
became  a  nuisance  for  which  the  father 
was  indicted.  The  judge  told  the  jury 
that  he  was  bound  to  provide  for  the 
burial  of  his  cliild,  if  he  could  obtain  the 
means  for  the  purpose  lawfully,  and  that 
poverty  did  not  excuse  him  from  the  lia- 
bility for  the  nuisance  caused  by  the  body 
remaining  uninterred,  as  he  was  bound 
to  receive  the  money  ;  but  on  a  case  re- 
served this  direction  was  held  to  be  wrong 
and  Lord  Campbell,  in  delivering  the 
unanimous  judgment  of  the  court  said  : 
**  Aman  is  bound  to  give  Christian  bur- 
ial to  his  deceased  child,  if  he  has  the 
means  of  doing  so ;  but  he  is  not  liable 


to  be  indicted  for  a  nuisance  for  not 
burying  his  child,  if  he  has  not  the  meaoi 
of  providing  burial  for  it.  He  can- 
not sell  the  body,  put  it  in  a  bole,  or 
throw  it  into  a  river ;  but  xakbs  he  hss 
the  means  of  giving  the  bodj  Christian 
burial,  he  is  not  liable  to  be  indicted, 
even  though  a  nuisance  may  be  occasioned 
by  leavimg  the  body  unbnried." 

This  defence  would,  it  scorns,  extend 
to  every  case  of  the  obligation  to  borr, 
and  the  law  would  excuse  peHbnnance 
of  this  involuntary  duty  where  the  per- 
son bound  has  no  means  for  its  fulfil- 
ment. The  law  however  puts  the  harden 
of  burial  where  there  are  no  executors, 
administrators  or  relatives,  upon  the 
householder  in  whose  house  tlie  person 
dies  :  Queen  v.  Stewart,  supra,  where 
upon  this  point  Lord  Devmav  said :  '*  It 
should  seem,  that  individual  under  whose 
roof  a  poor  person  dies  is  bound  to  carry 
the  body  decently  covered  to  the  place 
of  bnrial ;  he  cannot,  therefore,  cast  him 
out,  so  as  to  expose  the  body  to  yiolation, 
or  to  offend  the  feelings  or  endanger  the 
health  of  the  living ;  and  for  the  same 
reason  he  cannot  carry  him  nncorered  to 
the  grave."  This  language  is  adopted 
in  the  judgment  of  the  court  mWj/nkoop 
V.  Wynko(^,  supra. 

The  householder  may  be  aaid  to  be  the 
person  ultimately  bound  in  every  case, 
and  where  there  are  others  priin»"^y 
bound  who  have  no  means  of  fulfilhng  ^ 
obligation,  it  is  submitted  Chat  be  is 
just  as  though  these  persons  did  uot 

The  Uability  of  the  householder 
be  explained  upon  the  theory  th»*  *^ 
body  were  not  buried,  a  nuisance  ^^^.^^^ 
result,  for  he  cannot  throw  the  b^^^^^ 
a  hole  upon  his  property  and  coref  ' 
whichwould  prevent  a  nuisance  re^'* 


but  be  must  carry  it  to  the  grave 
ly  covered :  Queen  v.  Steirart^  ^"Xcfl- 
This  shows  that  the  obligation  iB  ^ 
tive  one,  requiring  active  duties,  ^ 
a  mere  negative  one,  like  the 
of  perishable  elements  becoming  ^ 
tionable  by  the  process  of  decay. 


GRIFFITH  V.  CHARLOTTE,  Ac,  RAILROAD  CO.  593 


It  if  lueless  to  specalate  as  to  what  the 
courts  will  consider  too  remote  a  relation- 
ship to  create  the  obligation  of  burying 
a  deceased  relative,  bat  it  may  be  assumed 
that  only  persons  that  can  be  considered 
rery  near  in  blood  or  tie,  would  be  held 
liable  for  the  performance  of  the  duty. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  question 
here  considered  is  at  common  law ;  and 
statutes  hare  been  passed  in  nearly  all 
jurisdictions  which  provide  for  the  burial 
or  disposition  at  the  pablic  expense,  of 
the  bodies  of  those  persons,  whether  des- 
titute or  not,  who  leave  no  friends  or 
kindred  willing  to  perform  the  office. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  that  in  the  case 
of  Queen  v.  Stewart ,  the  court  refused  to 
extend  the  operation  of  the  statate  of 
43  Eliz.  c.  8,  which  provided  for  the  re- 
lief of  the  poor  while  living  so  as  to  in- 
clude the  burial  of  the  deceased  paupers 
not  dying  In  the  parish  house ;  and  the 
court  said  :  **  It  will  probably  be  found, 
therefbre  that  when  a  pauper  dies  in  any 
parish  house,  poor  house,  or  union  house, 
that  circumstance  casts  on  the  parish  or 
union,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  duty  to 
bury  the  body ;  not  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth,  but  on  the  principles 
of  the  common  law."  See  also  Directors 
of  Pow  V.  Wallace,  8  W.  &  S.  94 ;  where 
it  would  seem  that  the  court  in  construing 
the  Pennsylvania  Act  of  April  ISth  1836, 
which  is  a  similar  statute  to  48  Eliz., 
adopted  the  very  construction  that  the 
court  in  Queen  v.  Stewart  thought  unwar- 
rantable. 

The  consequence  of  a  refusal  to  fulfil 
any  obligation  to  bury  a  deceased  person 
where  the  person  bound  has  the  means 
for  the  purpose  will  make  the  offender 
liable  for  a  nuisance  if  any  inconyenience 
results  to  the  public :  Reg,  v.  Vanrif 
supra^  see  also  Andrewe  v.  Cawthomef 
Willes  537  note  a,  which  is  a  note  of  a 
case  decided  by  Abvet,  J.,  on  a  question 
as  to  burial  fees.  This  language  however 
occurs  in  the  decision  :  *'  And  the  burial 
of  the  dead  is  (I  apprehend)  the  clear 
daty  of  any  parochial  priest  and  minister ; 
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and  if  he  neglect  or  refuse  to  perform  the 
office,  he  may  by  the  express  terms  of 
the  canon  68  be  suspended  by  the  ordi- 
nary for  three  months.  And  if  any  tem- 
poral inconvenience  arise  at  a  nuisance 
from  the  neglect  of  interment  of  the  dead 
corpse,  he  is  punishable  bg  the  temporal 
courts  bg  indictment  or  information,'* 

In  answer  to  the  first  question  it  may 
be  said  that  there  exists  an  obligation  of 
burying  deceased  persons  which  is  im- 
posed primarily  on  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  certain  kindred,  and  ulti- 
mately upon  the  householder  in  whose 
house  the  person  died.  Whether  crema- 
tion is  a  fulfilment  of  this  obligation  or 
not,  will  be  discussed  in  the  reply  to  the 
fourth  question. 

Second. — That  there  can  be  no  pro- 
perty in  a  dead  body  after  burial  is  a 
settled  principle  of  law.  In  2  Black. 
Com.  429  the  learned  commentator  says, 
"  But  though  the  heir  has  a  property  in 
the  ornaments  or  escutcheons 'of  his  an- 
cestors, yet  he  has  none  in  their  bodies 
or  ashes ;  nor  can  he  bring  any  civil 
action  against  such  as  indecently  at 
least  if  not  impiously  violate  and  dis- 
turb their  remains  when  dead  and  buried. 
The  person  indeed  who  has  the  freehold 
of  the  soil  may  bring  an  action  of  tres- 
pass against  such  as  dig  and  disturb  it ; 
and  if  any  one  taking  up  a  dead  body 
steals  the  shroud  or  other  apparel  it  will 
be  felony ;  for  the  property  therefor  re- 
mains in  the  executor,  or  whoever  was 
at  the  charge  of  the  funeral." 

This  principle  was  law  in  Lord  Coke's 
time,  see  3  Coke's  Inst.  SOS,  and  mod- 
em cases  affirm  the  doctrine ;  see  Reg, 
V.  Sharpe,  7  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  214  ;  Wil- 
liams  V.  Williams,  L.  R.,  20  Ch.  Div. 
659  ;  (b.  c.  21  Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.) 
508,  with  note  by  .Judge  Ewbll  ;)  Weld 
V.  Walker^  130  Mass.  422. 

In  the  passage  dted  from  Blackstone 
there  is  no  reference  to  the  stealing  of  a 
body  being  a  crime,  and  in  his  4th  Bo«k 
at  239,  he  says  expressly  that  the  act  is 
not  a  felony,  though  highly  indecent. 


594  GBIFFITH  V.  CHAULOTTE,  &o.,  RAILROAD  CO. 


The  stealing  of  the  shrood  alone  is  men- 
tioned as  criminal.  It  would  seem  there- 
fore, that  the  shroud  does  not  hecome 
realty  when  deposited  in  the  grave,  he- 
cause  if  it  did,  the  offence  of  taking  it 
away  would  only  he  a  trespass. 

The  fact  that  there  is  no  property  in  a 
corpse,  as  Blackstone  says,  prevents  the 
carrying  of  one  away  from  being  a 
felony,  such  an  act,  however,  is  a  misde- 
meanor even  at  the  conunon  law  :  King 
V.  Lynn,  2  T.  R.  733.  This  was 
an  indictment  for  taking  up  a  body 
for  the  purpose  of  dissection,  and  after 
conviction  for  the  offence,  it  was  urged 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  if  the  offence 
was  a  crime  at  all,  it  was  cognizable  only 
in  the  ecclesiastical  courts ;  but  the 
court  said,  that  common  decency  re- 
quired that  the  practice  should  be  put  a 
stop  to  ;  that  the  offence  was  cognizable 
in  a  criminal  court,  as  being  highly  in- 
decent and  contra  bonot  mores,  at  the  bare 
idea  of  which  nature  revolted.  That  the 
purpose  of  taking  up  the  body  for  dissec- 
tion did  not  make  it  less  an  indictable 
offence." 

Though  there  is  no  property  in  a  corpse 
after  burial,  there  is  recognised  in  Eng- 
land the  right  of  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator to  the  possession  of  a  body  before 
burial :  Reg.  v.  Fox,  2  Q.  B.  246.  In 
this  case  a  jailor  sought  to  retain  the 
body  of  a  deceased  prisoner  until  certain 
debts  were  paid.  The  court,  by  manda- 
mus, compelled  the  jailor  to  deliver  the 
body  to  the  executors.  When  it  is  con- 
sidered that  the  body  was  in  the  posses- 
sion of  an  officer  of  the  court,  the  case 
has  no  strength  as  an  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  there  is  property  in  a 
corpse  before  burial ;  there  was  only  re- 
cognised a  right  to  possession  for  the 
purpose  of  interment.  See  Wiiliama  v. 
the  WiUiams^  supra,  at  p.  665.  In  America 
courts  recognise  even  after  burial  a  quasi 
right  of  property  in  dead  bodies,  but  in 
the  case  of  Bogert  v.  Indianapolis,  13 
Ind.  134,  which  involved  the  question  of 
the  violation  of  a  cemetery  ordinance, 


the  following  doctrine  was  laid  down 
by  PsBKUcs,  J. :  The  bodies  of  the 
dead  belong  to  the  surviving  reUtions  in 
the  order  of  inheritance,  as  property,  and 
they  have  the  right  to  dispose  of  them 
as  such,  with  restrictions  analogoni  to 
those  by  which  the  disposition  of  otber 
property  may  be  regulated.  Tfaej  can- 
not be  permitted  to  create  a  nniaanoe  by 
them.  We  doubt  if  the  borial  of  the 
dead  can  as  a  general  proposition  be 
taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  relatives 
thereof,  they  being  able  and  willing  » 
bury  the  same.*' 

The  logical  outcome  of  thii  doctrine, 
which  is  antagonistic  to  the  other  Amer- 
ican cases,  would  be  to  vest  the  title  to 
dead  bodies,  where  there  are  norelatiTci, 
in  the  state,  as  the  successor  to  sU  nn- 
claimed  property.  The  otber  American 
cases  do  not  go  further  than  to  recoguiie 
a  quasi  property  in  certain  relatives  for 
the  purpose  of  changing  the  place  of 
burial. 

The  right  in  the  husband  was  recog- 
nised in  Weld  v.  Walker,  lSOMaM.42i 
See  also  Fox  v.  Gordon^  11  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)  302.  In  Wynkoop  v.  Wynkoop, 
supra,  a  bill  was  filed  by  a  widow  against 
the  next  of  kin  of  her  husband  to  obtain 
the  removal  of  the  body  of  her  hnsbaod 
to  another  cemetery.  She  claimed  the 
right  in  her  capacity  as  administrator  and 
as  the  widow.  The  court  decided  that 
in  the  first  capacity  all  rights  of  control 
over  the  body  ceased  at  burial,  and  thst 
as  widow  she  had  no  right  to  remove  the 
body  agaipst  the  wishes  of  the  next  of 
kin. 

The  suit  in  Weld  v.  Walker,  was  not 
brought  against  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
wife,  but  against  the  owners  of  the  grsve, 
who  were  related  to  the  deceased  wife  bj 
marriage.  The  court  laid  stress  on  the 
fact  that  the  husband  had  not  freely  ooo- 
sented  to  the  burial  of  the  wife's  body  io 
the  grave  with  the  intention  that  itshoald 
be  the  last  resting  place. 

The  third  conclusion  in  S.  B.  B««- 
gles*s  Report,  in  4  Bradford  SorrogtM 
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Reports  503,  is  to  the  efTect  that  the  right 
to  bory  a  corpie  and  prcserye  its  remains 
belongs  exclusiyely  to  the  next  of  kin, 
in  the  absence  of  testamentary  disposi- 
tion. Tbia  conclusion  was  cited  with  ap- 
proral  in  Wynkoop  t.  Wynkoop,  and  the 
decisions  warrant  the  assertion  that  the 
prima  facie  right  to  control  the  disposition 
of  dead  bodies  after  burial  is  in  the  next 
of  kin. 

Wliere  the  next  of  kin  disagree  the 
court  will  not  permit  removal  at  instance 
of  some  against  the  wishes  of  others : 
Lowry  r.  Piitt,  2  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  675. 
The  court  in  this  case  considered  that  as 
the  deceased  had  selected  his  grare  there 
was  an  additional  reason  for  not  inter- 
fering. 

Conclusion  4,  of  Mr.  Ruggles's  report, 
abore  cited,  is  that  the  right  to  protect 
the  remains  includes  the  right  to  preserve 
them  by  separate  burial,  to  select  the  place 
of  sepulture,and  to  change  it  at  pleasure.*' 

It  would  seem,  however,  that  the  re- 
cognition of  this  right  is  discretionary 
with  the  oourt,  and  that  at  least  a  good 
reason  for  removal  must  be  shown. 

In  Secor'i  Caae^  31  Leg.  Int.  268, 
the  widow  having  interred  the  body  of 
her  deceased  husband,  the  son  claimed 
the  right  to  remove  under  instructions 
from  his  deceased  father.  The  court 
however  restrained  him  from  so  doing, 
and  this  language  was  used  in  the 
decision :  **  A  proper  respect  for  the 
dead,  a  regard  for  the  sensibilities  of  the 
living,  and  the  due  preservation  of  the 
public  health,  require  that  a  corpse  should 
not  be  disinterred  or  transported  from 
place  to  place  except  under  extreme  cir- 
cumstances of  exigency." 

The  courts  of  equity  have  jurisdiction 
over  controversies  relating  to  the  removal 
of  dead  bodies,  and  to  that  forum  is  con- 
signed the  protection  of  graves:  Weld 
V.  WalkeTf  supra»  The  courts  of  equity 
in  America  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Gray  have  a  jurisdiction  in  this  respect 
similar  to  that  possessed  by  the  ecclesi- 
astical courts  of  England. 


In  Beatty  r.  Ritchie,  2  Peters  666,  Mr. 
Justice  Stobt,  alluding  to  the  attempt 
of  certain  heirs  to  get  possession  of  a  lot 
of  ground  dedicated  by  their  ancestor 
for  burial  purposes  and  nsed  for  these 
purposes  for  many  years,  said,  at  p.  584  : 
**  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  mere  private 
trespass ;  but  a  public  nuisance  ;  going 
to  the  irreparable  injury  of  the  George- 
town congregation  of  Lutherans.  The 
property  consecrated  to  their  use  by  a 
perpetual  servitude  or  easement,  is  to  be 
taken  from  them  ;  the  sepulchres  of  the 
dead  are  to  be  violated  ;  the  feelings  of 
religion,  and  the  sentiment  of  natural 
affection  of  the  kindred  and  friends  of 
the  deceased  are  to  be  wounded  :  and  the 
memorials  erected  by  piety  or  love,  to 
the  memory  of  the  good,  are  to  be  re- 
moved, so  as  to  leave  no  trace  of  the 
last  home  of  their  ancestry  to  those  who 
may  visit  the  spot  in  future  generations. 
It  cannot  be  that  such  acts  are  to  be  re- 
dressed by  the  ordinary  process  of  law. 
The  remedy  mtist  be  sought,  if  at  all,  in 
the  protecting  power  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery ;  operating  by  its  injunction  to  pre- 
serve the  repose  of  the  ashes  of  the  dead, 
and  the  religious  sensibilities  of  the 
living." 

See  also  In  re  Stephen  Girard,  4  Am. 
Law  Jour.  (N.  S.)  p.  97,  where  the 
court  took  the  view  that  a  court  of  equity 
was  the  proper  forum  for  the  settlement 
of  controversies  concerning  the  removal 
of  dead  bodies  after  burial. 

In  6  Am.  Law  Rev.  182,  there  is  a 
report  of  an  Ohio  case  (which  is  not  con- 
tained in  the  regular  reports),  which  held 
that  the  custody  over  a  body  before  bur- 
ial was  a  quasi  right  of  property,  the 
violation  of  which  was  the  basis  of  an 
action  in  the  nature  of  a  tort.  The  case 
was  one  where  the  defendants,  a  body  of 
physicians,  obtained  permission  to  dissect 
a  part  of  a  body,  promising  to  give  the 
body  burial  after  the  dissection.  They 
broke  this  agreement,  putting  timbers 
and  straw  into  a  box  and  sending  this  aa 
the  body  to  a  cemetery  for  interment,  pre- 
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vioasly  holding  funeral  services  OTcr  the 
rubbish.  The  fraud  was  discovered  and 
the  body  found  half  naked  in  a  dissect- 
ing room  of  a  medical  ooll^.  The  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  the  husband,  aver- 
ring damages  for  laceration  of  feelings. 
One  count  sounded  in  tort,  and  was 
chiefly  based  on  fraud.  There  were 
other  counts  based  on  the  violation  of  the 
a^eement.  There  was  a  demurrer  to 
the  first  count,  and  it  was  contended  for 
the  defence  that  there  was  no  action  in 
any  one  for  an  injury  to  a  corpse,  there 
being  no  property  in  the  subject-matter. 
pREKTXBS,  J.,  overruled  the  demurrer 
and  said  :  "  The  law  gives  the  husband 
the  right  to  the  custody  of  the  dead  body 
of  his  wife,  a  parent  of  a  child  and  a 
child  of  a  parent.  But  it  would  be  use- 
less to  give  this  right  if  the  husband  is 
not  protected  in  its  exercise.  There  is 
in  this  state  no  statute  making  it  a  crim- 
inal act  to  interfere  with  this  right.  The 
remedy,  if  there  is  any,  must  be  by  a 
civil  action.  It  would  be  idle  to  say  that 
the  husband  has  a  right  to  protect  his 
wife's  dead  body  from  insult  and  to  its 
care  and  custody  for  the  purpose  of  bury- 
ing it,  if  he  has  no  means  to  protect  and 
enforce  the  right.  A  body  itself  may 
not  be  property  ;  but  this  right  may  be 
called  perhaps  a  quasi  property.  At  any 
rate  it  is  a  right  which  the  law  will  en- 
force, and  for  an  infringement  of  which 
an  action  will  lie." 

The  judge  concluded  his  decision  with 
these  forcible  words  :  "  The  old  English 
decisions  referred  to  by  the  defendant 
only  establish  that  a  body  is  not  property. 
They  do  not  show  that  there  may  not  be 
rights  attached  to  a  dead  body,  rights  to 
care  for  it,  watch  over  it,  and  bury  it, 
which  the  law  will  protect.  If  they  did 
hold  that  no  such  rights  existed,  in  this 
age  and  in  this  country,  the  court  would 
feel  it  its  duty  to  disregard  them." 

There  is  no  power  to  dispose  of  one's 
body  by  will.  The  case  of  WtUianu  v, 
WUliamSf  SYt;)ra,  is  authority  for  this  pro- 
position.   In  that  case  the  testator  gave 


his  body  to  a  lady  who  was  not  his  exeo> 
ntrix,  having  previously  given  heroertiia 
directions  by  letter  as  to  its  cremitioii. 
He  directed  the  executors  by  his  will  lo 
pay  the  expense  of  the  disposal  The 
relatives  would  not  consent  to  having  the 
body  burned,  and  obtaining  the  eonseirt 
of  the  executrix  buried  it.  Sabseqnently 
the  lady  obtained  a  license  to  remore  the 
remains  to  another  cemetery,  and  npon 
this  authority  removed  the  body,  cre- 
mated it  and  then  sued  the  executors  for 
the  expenses.  The  court  held  that  the 
cremation  under  the  pretence  of  rcmor- 
ling  of  the  body  was  a  fraad  on  the 
license,  which  itself  prevented  her  recor- 
ering  for  her  expenses;  bat  the  court, 
Kat,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  held  that 
the  bequest  of  the  body  was  of  no  effect: 
**It  follows  from  these  cases  (A^.^- 
Skarpe,  Reg.  v.  Fox)  that  a  man  canoot 
dispose  of  his  body  by  will.  I  asked 
whether  there  was  any  authority  oontraiy 
to  that,  and  I  have  been  Tcferred  to 
none.  Accordingly,  the  direction  in  the 
codicil  that  the  testator's  body  was  to 
be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  who  is  not 
an  executrix,  is  bad  in  law  and  Totd. 
She  had  no  property  in  the  body,  and 
could  not  have  enforced  deliveiy  of  it  to 
her." 

This  is  conclusive  of  the  qnestion, 
and  when  we  consider  that  property  in  a 
dead  body  can  only  begin  when  the  liT- 
ing  body  becomes  inanimate,  t.  e.,  at  the 
moment  of  death,  it  follows  that  pro- 
perty in  one's  own  body  can  never  arise. 

Can  a  man  order  the  particular  mode 
of  disposition  of  his  body  ?  This  depends 
on  whether  his  wishes  are  binding  npon 
the  person  bound  to  bury  his  remains  ? 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  any  ro«« 
quest  could  be  made  binding  upon  the 
custodian  unless  he  received  money  fro* 
the  testator  for  the  purpose  of  snch  diF 
position,  for  the  common-law  right  is  to 
burial,  and  to  burial  alone,  and  not  to 
any  mode  that  the  fancy  of  the  person 
dying  should  suggest.  A  roan  cam"'* 
bequeath  his  body,  and  to  direct  any 
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mode  of  disposal  is  an  exercise  of  con- 
trol oyer  it  just  as  if  it  were  property, 
and  consequently  subject  to  the  same  ob- 
jection as  a  bequest  of  the  bodj  itself. 

A  trust  for  the  purpose  of  some  pecu- 
liar disposition  could  onlj  be  effective 
where  the  trustee  was  the  executor  or 
legal  custodian  of  the  body,  because  only 
the  executor  or  custodian  of  the  body  has 
a  right  to  possession  of  the  corpse  before 
burial  :  WUliaau  t.  Williams,  tupra.  Such 
a  trust  is  analogous  (o  a  trust  to  keep  tomb- 
stones in  repair;  there  being  no  ce«fut  7US 
trust ;  the  object  for  which  the  money 
is  applied  is  left  to  the  conscience  of  the 
quasi  trustee.  Such  a  trust  cannot  be  sus- 
tained as  a  charity,  the  purpose  of  the 
trust  being  entirely  selfish.  See  Bisp- 
ham  on  Equity,  2d  ed.,  p.  168.  If 
however  property  is  given  with  a  charge 
to  keep  tombstones  or  graves  in  repair, 
and  for  other  purposes,  the  courts  dis- 
regard the  charge  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  the  graves  or  tombstones  in  re- 
pair, treating  it  as  invalid,  but  apply  the 
whole  to  the  valid  trusts  :  Fiak  v.  Attor- 
ney General,  L.  R.,  4  £q.  521  ;  Dawson 
r.  Small,  L.  R.,  18  Eq.  114. 

In  Dawson  v.  Small ^  there  was  a  gift  to 
a  trustee  of  a  certain  amount  of  pro- 
perty, the  income  of  which  was  to  be  ap- 
plied to  keeping  certain  tombstones  in 
repair,  including  that  to  be  erected  over 
the  testator,  the  residue  lef^  after  this 
purpose  was  effected  was  to  be  given  to 
poor  persons  over  fifty  years  of  age  who 
were  members  of  a  certain  religious 
society, 

Vice-Ch.  Bacon,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  at  p.  11 8,  speaking 
of  the  obligation  to  keep  the  ^ruve  in 
repair,  said :  The  obligation,  if  it  may 
be  so  called  is  discharged.  It  is  nn  ob- 
ligation either  to  be  performed  or  not  as 
the  persons  to  whom  the  custody  of  the 
money  is  given,  think  fit,  and  all  that  is 
yielded  from  the  annual  income  of  the 
devised  estates,  goes  therefore  to  the 
charitable  purposes  which  the  testator  has 
pointed  out.    The  obligation  to  keep  up 


the  tombstones  is  merely  honorary :  but 
the  obligation  to  give  all  that  is  not  ap- 
plied for  the  purposes  first  mentioned  in 
favor  of  these  poor  people,  is  by  no 
means  honorary ;  it  is  a  trust  that  must 
be  executed.*' 

In  the  case  of  Pierce  v.  Swan  Point 
Cemetery^  10  R.  I.  227,  at  p.  239,  this 
passage  occurs:  *'Most  persons  look 
forward  to  tlie  proper  disposition  of  their 
remains,  and  it  is  natural  that  they  should 
feel  anxiety  on  the  subject.  And  the 
right  of  a  person  to  provide  by  will  for 
the  disposition  of  his  body  has  been 
generally  recognised.  We  have  already 
seen  that  by  the  canon  law,  a  person  has 
the  right  to  direct  his  place  of  sepulture." 

It  will  be  seen,  however,  from  the 
authorities  we  have  just  been  considering 
that  they  do  not  warrant  the  statement 
of  the  learned  judge,  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  probable  meaning  of  the 
judge's  words  may  be  that  popular  feel- 
ing is  in  favor  of  the  existence  of  this 
right. 

The  present  state  of  the  law  warrants 
the  assertion,  that  a  body  cannot  be  dis- 
posed of  by  will  as  a  gift,  nor  can  any 
particular  mode  of  disposition  which  shall 
bind  the  executor,  be  provided  for  effect- 
ively ;  a  gift  upon  condition  that  a  cer- 
tain mode  of  disposition  be  made,  would 
be  like  any  other  gift  or  condition.  (See 
fjoyd  V.  Lloyd,  2  Sim.  (N.  S.)  255, 
which  was  a  gift  of  an  annuity  on  condi- 
tion that  a  tomb  was  kept  in  repair.) 
Such  a  gift  would  have  to  be  made  to  a 
person  like  an  executor  who  alone  would 
have  control  of  the  body  after  death 
( Williams  v.  Williams)  to  have  any 
chance  of  being  effective,  and  even  then 
the  will  of  the  donee,  and  not  that  of  the 
donor,  would  determine  whether  the  body 
should  be  disposed  of  as  desired  or  not 
for  the  gift  would  only  be  an  inducement 
for  the  donee  to  comply  with  the  wishes 
of  the  deceased  ;  his  refusal  to  accept 
the  terms  of  the  gift  would  destroy  the 
effectiveness  of  this  attempt  to  secure  u 
certain  kind  of  disposition.  The  disposi- 
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tion  asked  for  mast  of  course  be  a  legal  one, 
t.  0.,  it  most  not  be  againut  public  policy. 

Third. — Upon  the  point  raised  by 
the  third  question,  there  is  absolutely 
no  authority.  We  must  find  an  answer 
in  the  analogies  furnished  by  the  author- 
ities. Those  who  have  the  obligation  of 
burying  a  body  hare  the  right  to  the  cus- 
tody of  it  for  that  purpose  ;  now  have 
they  any  further  rights  ?  A  post-mortem 
is  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  all  un- 
certainty as  to  the  mode  of  death.  This 
is  something  that  the  policy  of  the  law 
faTors,  and  a  custodian  of  a  body,  it  is 
thought  would  be  allowed  to  order  one  to 
be  made.  Dissection  differs  from  a  post- 
mortem ;  it  is  an  experimental  operation 
for  scientific  purposes,  beneficial  as  such, 
and  the  policy  of  the  law  is  not  against 
the  practice.  Now  can  a  custodian  of  a 
body  order  a  dissection  to  be  made.  This 
will  depend  on  whether  in  so  doing  he 
violates  his  obligation  to  bury  the  body 
or  oversteps  in  any  way  the  rights  con- 
ferred on  him  by  law  as  custodian.  In 
Qiteen  v.  Price,  21  Am.  L.  Reg.  560,  at 
p.  565,  Mr.  Justice  Stepbbn  says,  that 
the  practice  of  anatomy  is  lawful,  but  at 
page  564  speaking  of  a  statute  making  it 
lawful  for  executors  or  persi>ns  having 
lawful  possession  of  bodies  to  deliver  up 
the  bodies  for  dissection,  except  in  cer- 
tain cases,  he  says  it  is  inconsistent  with 
the  theory  that  there  is  an  absolute  duty 
on  persons  having  charge  of  dead  bodies 
to  bury  them  ;  but  it  is  submitted  that 
the  courts  never  have  laid  down  that  this 
obligation  was  anything  except  to  ulti- 
mately dispose  of  the  body  by  burial,  and 
all  acts  antecedent  to  interment  which  do 
not  violate  the  criminal  or  civil  laws  as 
to  the  rights  of  the  custodian  would 
always  have  been  permitted. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  custodian  has 
rights  over  a  body  even  for  the  purpose 
of  burial  leads  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  is  a  quasi  property  in  it.  In 
Pierce  v.  Svoan  Fhint  Cemetery,  Pot- 
ter, J.,  after  coming  to  the  conclusion 
tliat  there  was  quasi  property  in  a  body 


said  :  **  but  the  person  having  charge  of 
it  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  owner  in  idt 
sense  whatever :  he  holds  it  as  tbe  sacred 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  all  who  maj  fnis 
family  or  friendship  have  an  interest  in 
it,  and  we  think  that  a  court  of  eqoity 
may  well  regulate  it  as  such,  &c"  Upun 
the  theory  of  this  case,  the  oootrol  of  i 
custodian  depends  on  tbe  consent  of  (be 
relatives  of  the  dcceaoied,  bat  the  oohr 
case  which  the  conn  intimated  wooJd 
furnish  ground  for  interference  wsi  pre- 
venting the  relatives  from  visiting  a  grave 
for  the  purpose  of  testifying  their  respect 
to  the  deceased.  The  principle  of  the 
case  is  broad  enough  howeTer  to  warrant 
the  court's  interference  to  prevent  dissect 
tion,  and  whether  it  be  pnt  npon  the 
gronnd  indicated  in  Pierce  t.  Tht  Cent- 
tery,  supra,  or  upon  the  general  exerdfc 
of  a  court's  discretion  in  tbe  matter  of 
burial  it  is  thought  that  the  coorts  would 
interfere  to  prevent  the  practice  of  dis- 
section, by  injunction,  where  relatives  of 
the  deceased  near  enough  in  blood  ob- 
jected. The  court  in  so  doing  woold 
recognise  the  popular  prejudice  against 
the  practice,  on  the  ground  that  permit- 
ting the  operation  might  injnre  the  sensi- 
bilities of  the  living. 

These  sensibilities  would  perh^  ^ 
be  considered  if  it  was  the  wish  of  the 
deceased  that  the  operation  was  to  be 
performed.  This  is  not  inconsiftent 
with  what  has  been  previously 
though  the  deceased  has  no  absolote  right 
to  order  the  disposition  of  his  body,  hit 
wishes  may  render  the  exercise  of  ^ 
custodian's  discretion  valid  and  so  pre- 
vent the  interference  of  relatives. 
there  were  no  relatives,  of  a  sufficien^T 
near  degree,  the  ground  fbr  invoking  tbe 
aid  of  the  court  falls. 

Fourth.— The  probable  orgin  of  tbe 
common-law  obligation  of  burial  is  to  ^ 
found  in  the  parochial  system  of  EngUod- 
See  Pierce  v.  ^loan  Point  Cemeten/,  n?^' 
That  system  recognised  the  right  of  ctf  7 
parishioner  to  burial  in  the  parish  chorch 
yard. 
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The  common-law  obligation  to  bory 
docs  not  depend  on  the  law  of  expediency 
alone,  for  the  obligation  is  not  only  to 
prevent  a  nuisance  by  burying  the  body, 
but  to  bury  decently  i.  as  the  courts 
hold,  with  a  shroud  :  Gilbert  v.  Buzzard^ 
2  Hog.  Con.  Rep.  333  ;  Queen  v.  Stew* 
artf  supra.  The  law  of  expediency  would 
sanction  any  form  of  disposition  that 
secures  public  health,  but  the  sentiment 
which  surrounds  the  disposal  of  the  dead 
demands  some  ceremonious  form  of  dis- 
position. 

The  case  of  Bogert  r.  Indianapolis, 
supra f  i»  contrary  to  this  proposition, 
for  the  court  in  holding  that  the  bodies 
of  deceased  persons  were  property,  held 
consistefUly  that  the  dispositions  of  such 
bodies  was  to  be  regulated  only  by  rules 
in  regard  to  all  property.  The  court 
said  :  *•  The  relatives  hare  the  right  to 
dispose  of  dead  bodies  of  their  deceased 
relatives  as  property  within  restrictions 
analogous  to  those  by  which  the  disposi- 
tion of  other  property  is  regulated.  They 
cannot  be  permitted  to  create  a  nuisance 
by  them." 

For  sanitary  purposes  alone  a  body 
conld  be  reduced  to  ashes  by  quicklime  or 
acids,  but  that  any  such  form  could  be  a 
fulfilment  of  a  religious  duty,  such  as  the 
obligation  to  burial  was  in  its  origin,  and 
which  character  it  is  thought  it  still  re- 
tains, is  impossible.  In  Williams  t. 
Williams,  the  court  in  speaking  of  the 
directions  of  the  deceased  for  the  crema- 
tion of  his  body  said  :  The  purpose  named 
in  the  letter  cannot  make  the  gift  either 
better  or  worse,  but  it  was  confessedly 
for  cremation,  and  a  question  might  arise 
whether  that  was  legal — according  to  the 
low  of  this  country.  That  question, 
however,  I  shall  not  decide." 

The  question  arose  directly  in  (iueen  v. 
Price f  above  cited,  where  upon  an  indict- 
ment for  burning  the  body  of  his  child 
instead  of  burying  it,  the  defendant  was 
acquitted.  It  appeared  that  the  prisoner 
whose  child  died,  took  the  body  out  upon 
a  vacant  lot,  and  putting  it  into  a  cask  of 


petroleum  set  fire  to  it ;  a  crowd  col- 
lected and  some  one  put  the  fire  out, 
and  had  the  father  arrested  and  taken  be- 
fore the  magistrate,  who  committed  him. 
The  charge  of  Stephen,  J.,  before  the 
grand  jury  which  indicted  him  contains 
many  remarkable  statements  as  to  the 
law.  In  reviewing  the  case  of  Williams 
V.  Williams^  the  judge  took  occasion  to 
say,  (page  567)  :  **  The  question  arises 
in  the  present  case  in  a  perfecdy  clear 
and  simple  form,  unembarrassed  by  any 
such  consideration  as  applies  to  the  other 
cases  to  which  I  have  referred.  There  is 
no  question  here  of  the  illegality  and  dis- 
honesty which  marked  the  conduct  of 
those  that  wore  described  as  resurrection- 
men,  nor  of  the  artifices,  not  indeed 
criminal,  but  certainly  disingenuous,  by 
which  possession  of  the  body  was  obtained 
in  the  case  of  Reg»  v.  Sharpe  and  Wil- 
liams V.  Williams.  Price  had  lawful  pos- 
session of  the  child's  body,  and  it  was 
not  only  his  right  but  his  duty  to  dispose 
of  it  by  burying,  or  in  any  other  manner 
not  in  itself  illegal.  Hence  I  must  eon- 
sider  the  question,  whether  to  bum  a 
dead  body  instead  of  burying  it  is  in 
itself  an  illegal  act. 

**  After  full  consideration,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  a  person  who  bums  instead 
of  burying  a  dead  body  does  not  commit 
a  criminal  act,  unless  he  does  it  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  amount  to  a  public  nuisance 
at  common  law.  My  reason  for  this 
opinion  is,  that  upon  the  fullest  examin- 
ation of  the  authorities,  I  have,  as  the 
preceding  review  of  them  shows,  been 
unable  to  discover  any  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  it  is  a  misdemeanor  to 
bum  a  dead  body,  and  in  the  absence  of 
such  authority  I  feel  that  I  have  no  right 
to  declare  it  to  be  one. 

**  There  are  some  instances  no  doabt 
in  which  courts  of  justice  have  declared 
acts  to  be  misdemeanors,  which  had  never 
previously  been  decided  to  be  so,  but  I 
think  it  will  be  found  that  in  every  such 
case  the  act  involved  great  public  mis- 
chief or  moral  scandal.   It  is  not  my 


600  GRIFFITH  V.  CHARLOTTE,  Ac.,  RAILROAD  CO. 


place  to  offer  any  opinion  on  the  compar- 
ative merits  of  burning  and  barjing 
corpses,  but  before  I  could  hold  that  it 
must  be  a  misdemeanor  to  burn  a  dead 
body,  I  must  be  satisfied  not  only  that 
some  people,  or  even  that  many  people  ob- 
ject to  the  practice,  but  that  it  is  on  plain 
undeniable  grounds,  highly  mischievous 
or  fijrossly  scandalous." 

The  learned  judge  continued  (p.  568.) 
•*  There  arc,  no  doubt,  religious  convic- 
tions and  feelings  connected  with  the 
subject  which  every  one  would  wish  to 
treat  with  respect  and  tenderness,  and  I 
suppose  there  is  no  doubt  that  as  a  mat- 
ter of  historical  fact,  the  disuse  of  burn- 
ing bodies  was  due  to  the  force  of  those 
sentiments.  I  do  not  think,  however, 
that  it  can  be  said,  that  every  practice 
that  startles  and  jars  upon  the  religious 
sentiments  of  the  population,  is  for  that 
reason  a  misdemeanor  at  common  law. 
The  statement  of  such  a  proposition,  in 
plain  words,  is  a  sufficient  refutation  of 
it,  but  notliing  short  of  this  will  support 
the  conclusion  that  to  burn  a  dead  body 
must  be  a  misdemeanor.  As  to  the  pub- 
lic interest  in  the  matter,  burning,  on  one 
hand,  effectually  prevents  the  bodies  of 
the  dead  from  poisoning  the  living.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  might,  no  doubt,  de- 
stroy the  evidence  of  the  crime.  These 
however,  are  matters  for  the  legislature 
and  not  for  tee.  It  may  be  that  it  would 
be  well  for  Parliament  to  regulate  or  for- 
bid the  burning  of  bodies,  but  the  great 
leading  rule  of  criminal  law  is  that  noth- 
ing is  a  crime  unless  it  is  plainly  forbid- 
den by  law.  This  rule  is  no  doubt 
subject  to  exceptions,  but  they  are  rare, 
narrow,  and  to  be  admitted  with  the 
greatest  reluctance  upon  the  strongest 
reasons." 

These  eloquent  remarks  seriously  im- 
peach the  cases  which  have  declared  the 
esistcnce  of  a  common-law  right  to  burial 
(understood  in  the  popular  sense  of  the 
word)  and  the  reasoning  goes  far  towards 
sustaining  any  such  right  on  grounds  of 
expediency  alone.  The  weightiest  objec- 
tion to  this  declaration  of  the  law  is  that 


public  policy  is  very  seriously  against  diii 
mode  of  disposal,  as  proper  precaatiou 
to  first  determine  the  mode  of  death,  an 
not  required  by  positive  law.  By  re- 
ducing a  body  to  asbes,  crime  can  easily 
be  hidden.  This  did  not  weigh  ve^ 
seriously  with  the  learned  judge,  who 
noticed  the  objection  in  the  course  of  his 
opinion,  but  did  not  think  it  of  sufficient 
force  to  condemn  the  practice  of  crema- 
tion. 

Whether  cremation  is  lawful  or  not  it 
is  the  subject  of  popular  prejudice,  jnst 
as  dissection  is,  and  the  courts  should 
therefore  interfere  in  favor  of  rclstiTc* 
to  forbid  the  act  unless  the  deceased  has 
asked  for  such  disposal.  As  the  ground 
on  which  the  obligation  of  burial  it  en- 
forced is  public  health  and  public  decency 
the  improper  disposal  of  a  body  cannot 
be  the  subject  of  any  claims  by  relatires 
in  the  nature  of  a  dvil  suit  for  dama<^. 

The  Ohio  case  cited,  though  contrary 
to  this,  loses  much  of  its  strength  when 
it  is  considered  that  there  was  no  law  in 
the  state  making  such  an  act  criminal. 
The  court  felt  the  necessity  of  punis^hing 
the  misconduct.  Any  improper  dealing 
with  a  body  either  in  the  mode  of  dis- 
posal or  in  any  indignity  pot  upon  it 
must  be  an  infringement  of  the  common- 
law  right  to  burial  in  order  to  warrant 
the  interference  of  the  law  at  all  and  then 
it  is  submitted  that  such  acta  would  pro- 
bably be  criminal. 

It  may  be  said  that  assuming  that 
dissections  and  post-mortems  would  be 
allowed,  the  common-law  right  to  bnrial 
requires  that  the  bodies  of  the  persons 
should  be  buried  afler  the  dissections  or 
post- mortems.  Since  the  case  of  Qiutn  v. 
Price^  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  exactly 
what  form  of  disposal  would  be  illegal. 
The  reasoning  of  the  learned  judge  coold 
have  been  invoked  just  as  strongly  in 
favor  of  a  reduction  to  ashes  by  quick- 
lime as  it  was  in  that  case  in  favor  of 
petroleum.  The  writer  can  only  le»^* 
this  question  in  the  uncertainty  in  which 
the  cases  leave  it.  L.  V.  Bbioht. 
Philadelphia. 
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Supreme  Court  of  Wiscormn. 

STATE  IX  RiL.  BOWE  ».  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  OF  FOND  DU  LAC. 

A  regulation  that  each  scholar,  when  returning  to  school  after  recess,  shall  bring 
into  the  school-room  a  stick  of  wood  for  the  liA,  is  not  **  needful"  for  the  gorem- 
ment,  good  order  and  efficiencjof  the  schools,  and  a  scholar  cannot  be  suspended  for 
a  refusal  to  comply  with  such  regulation. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Fond  du  Lac  county. 
George  E,  Sutherland^  for  appellant* 
P.  H.  Martin^  for  respondent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CoLB,  C.  J. — One  can  but  express  surprise  that  any  intelligent 
teacher  or  intelligent  board  of  education  should  suffer  such  a  case 
as  this  to  reach  the  courts.  The  fact  that  it  is  here  can  only  be 
accounted  for  on  the  ground  that  either  the  teacher  or  the  board 
of  education,  perhaps  both,  have  sadly  misconceived  their  powers 
and  duties,  or  have  been  actuated  by  some  improper  motive  in 
excluding  the  relator's  son  from  the  public  school.  The  reasons  for 
excluding  him,  as  stated  in  the  return,  are,  in  substance,  that  the 
board  of  education — which  is  clothed  with  power  to  make  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  government  and  organization  of  schools,  for  the 
reception  and  instruction  of  pupils,  and  for  the  preservation  of  good 
order  and  discipline  in  schools — did,  long  prior  to  the  supposed 
grievance  of  the  relator,  enact  certain  rules,  among  which  were 
these  :  Rule  27.  Any  pupil  guilty  of  disobedience  to  a  teacher, 
or  of  gross  misconduct,  may  be  suspended  by  the  principal." 
"  Rule  29.  Any  pupil  suspended  from  school  by  virtue  of  any  one 
of  the  foregoing  rules  can  be  readmitted  only  by  bringing  a  written 
permit  from  the  superintendent." 

It  is  then  stated  that  for  many  years  there  had  existed  in  all  the 
schools  of  the  city  of  Fond  du  Lac,  except  the  high  school,  a 
regulation  known  and  approved  by  the  board,  whereby  the  teachers 
of  the  several  schools  have  been  authorized  to  and  have  required 
each  pupil  of  suflScient  age  and  bodily  strength,  upon  returning 
from  the  play-ground  at  recess,  to  bring  with  him  a  stick  of  wood 
fitted  for  stove  use,  to  supply  the  stoves  with  fuel  in  the  rooms 
occupied  by  such  pupils,  and  to  keep  the  rooms  warm  and  com- 
fortable. It  is  for  a  refusal  of  the  relator's  son  to  conform  to  this 
regulation  that  he  was  suspended. 
Vol.  XXXin.— 76 


602    STATE  17.  BOARD  OF  EBUCATION  OF  FOND  DU  LAC. 


It  is  further  stated  that  the  refusal  of  the  boy  was  in  presence 
of  the  scholars  of  the  school,  and  was  without  cause  other  than  to 
cause  a  breach  of  the  order  and  direction  of  the  teacher  and 
principal,  and  in  defiance  of  their  authority,  and  was  calculated  to 
bring  such  authority  into  contempt,  &c.  On  account  of  the 
disobedience  of  the  pupil  to  conform  to  this  regulation,  to  sustain 
his  authority  over  and  discipline  in  the  school,  the  principal  and 
teacher  caused  the  pupil  to  be  suspended,  and  notices  thereof  in 
writing  to  be  given  to  the  relator  and  superintendent. 

In  contesting  the  sufficiency  of  this  return,  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  relator  insists  that  the  rule  or  regulation  requiring  papils  to 
bring  up  wood  for  use  in  the  school -room  is  unreasonable,  and  not 
binding  upon  any  pupil  who  does  not  wish  to  comply  with  it ;  that 
it  does  not  relate  to  a  subject  which  concerns  the  education  of  pupib 
or  discipline  in  the  schools ;  therefore  that  the  board  had  no  right 
to  adopt  and  enforce  it  to  the  extent  of  excluding  a  pupil  who  did 
not  conform  to  it.  He  says  our  public  schools  are  organized  and 
maintained  for  the  education  and  improvement  of  children  in 
learning ;  that  no  rule  is  proper  which  does  not  conduce  to  these 
ends — that  does  not  in  some  way  promote  the  good  order  or  govern- 
ment of  the  schools ;  secure  the  decorum  and  quiet  in  the  school- 
room which  are  essential  for  advantageous  instruction  and  discipline. 
Consequently  any  rule  or  regulation  which  has  for  its  object  any- 
thing outside  of  the  instruction  of  the  pupil — the  order  requisite 
for  instruction — is  beyond  the  province  of  the  board  of  education 
to  adopt.  The  requirement  that  school  children  should  bring  up 
wood,  when  not  by  way  of  punishment  or  discipline  for  misconduct, 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  education  of  the  child.  It  is  nothing 
but  manual  labor,  pure  and  simple,  and  has  no  relation  to  menta] 
development.  If  a  child  can  be  compelled  to  bring  up  wood,  he 
can  be  made  to  saw  and  split  it  before  it  is  brought  up ;  he  can  be 
compelled  to  bring  it  to  the  school-yard  and  throw  it  in  the  base- 
ment; can  be  made  to  clear  the  sidewalk  of  snow,  wash  the 
windows,  or  do  any  other  menial  work  about  the  school-house  and 
ground.  It  seems  to  us  difficult  to  escape  the  force  of  this 
argument. 

School  boards  and  boards  of  education  have  important  duties  to 
discharge,  and  we  have  no  disposition,  as  our  decisions  show  {Mor- 
row V.  Wood,  35  Wis.  59 ;  State  v.  Burton,  46  Id.  150),  to  cir- 
cumscribe their  powers  in  too  narrow  a  compass.    The  statute 
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clothes  them  with  power  to  make  all  needful  rules  for  the  govern- 
ment of  the  schools  established  within  their  respective  jurisdiction, 
and  to  suspend  any  pupil  from  the  privileges  of  the  school  for  non- 
compliance with  the  rules  establiehed  by  them,  or  by  the  teacher 
with  their  consent:  Section  439,  Rev.  Stat.  subc.  15  (sect.  10,  c. 
152,  Laws  1883,  p.  426).  While  from  the  necessity  of  the  case 
much  discretion  must  be  left  to  these  boards  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
rules  which  are  prescribed,  yet  it  cannot  fairly  be  claimed  that  the 
boards  are  uncontrolled  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  and 
judgment  upon  the  subject.  The  rules  and  regulations  made  must 
be  reasonable  and  proper,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  statute, 
"need/Wr'  for  the  government,  good  order,  and  eflSciency  of  the 
schools — such  as  will  best  advance  the  pupils  in  their  studies,  tend 
to  their  education  and  mental  improvement,  and  promote  their 
interest  and  welfare.  But  the  rules  and  regulations  must  relate  to 
these  objects.  The  boards  are  not  at  liberty  to  adopt  rules 
relating  to  other  subjects  according  to  their  humor  or  fancy,  and 
make  a  disobedience  of  such  a  rule  by  a  pupil  cause  for  his 
suspension  or  expulsion.  We  therefore  think  the  rule  or  regulation 
requiring  the  pupil  to  bring  up  wood  for  use  in  the  school-room  was 
one  which  the  board  had  no  right  to  make  and  enforce. 

But  if  we  are  wrong  in  this  view,  the  relation  shows  a  most 
satisfactory  excuse  on  the  part  of  the  boy  for  failing  to  conform 
to  it.  It  is  set  forth  therein  that  the  relator  saw  the  teacher, 
Mr.  Bond,  about  the  13th  of  February  1 884,  and  informed  him 
that  his  son  was  physically  weak,  unable  to  carry  up  wood,  and 
requested  the  teacher  to  excuse  the  boy  from  performing  that  work. 
Notwithstanding  this  request  the  teacher  required  the  boy  to  bring 
up  wood.  Again  the  relator  saw  Mr.  Bond,  explained  to  him  the 
condition  of  his  son's  health,  that  he  had  had  diphtheria,and  had  a 
chronic  difficulty  in  his  side,  which  was  aggravated  by  his  carrying 
up  wood,  and  asked  that  his  son  be  excused  therefrom.  Still  Mr. 
Bond  insisted  that  the  boy  should  obey  the  rule  and  Vring  up  wood, 
and  directed  him  to  do  so.  The  relator  saw  Mr.  Bond  the  third 
time,  and  informed  him  that  he  had  instructed  his  son  not  to  carry 
up  wood,  and  that  if  he  (Bond)  should  order  him  so  to  do,  he  must 
expect  the  boy  to  refuse.  On  the  26th  of  February  1884,  when 
the  teacher  again  required  the  boy  to  bring  up  wood,  the  boy  told 
him  he  could  not,  under  his  father's  orders.  Thereupon  the  boy 
was  suspended  from  school.    The  great  forbearance  and  good 
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nature  manifested  bj  the  father  in  this  case  are  not  nsaal  with 
parents,  still  thej  are  commendable.  One  woald  natnrallj  suppose 
if  'Hhe  element  of  mildness  and  sweet  reasonableness'*  had  beeu 
very  strongly  at  work  in  the  spirit  of  Mr.  Bond,  he  would  hafe 
yielded  to  the  request  of  the  father,  thus  three  times  madei  Bat 
obedience  must  be  rendered  to  the  rule  mat  ecelum. 

This  is  not  a  case  of  a  conflict  between  the  authority  of  the  parent 
and  the  board  or  teacher  in  a  matter  where  such  board  or  teacher 
has  a  right  to  prescribe  a  rule  for  the  obedience  of  a  pupil.  If  the 
case  involved  that  question  it  would  be  different  The  relator  made 
some  efforts  to  get  his  son  reinstated  in  school  under  Rule  29.  We 
shall  not  notice  the  steps  taken  by  him  for  the  purpose,  holding  as 
we  do  that  the  boy  was  wrongfully  suspended  in  the  first  instance. 
A  question  was  made  as  to  whether  the  relator  shoald  not  have  pro- 
ceeded against  the  city  superintendent,  and  not  against  the  board 
of  education.  The  superintendent  is  elected  by  the  board,  and  is 
under  its  control :  Subchapter  8,  §  2,  Charter.  The  board  makes 
the  rules  for  the  government  of  the  schools :  Subchapter  15,  Char- 
ter. The  board  certainly  had  power  to  reinstate  the  relator's  son, 
and  it  was  its  duty  to  do  so  under  the  circumstances. 

The  return  is  defective  in  law  for  the  reasons  given,  and  the  de- 
murrer to  it  should  have  been  sustained.  The  order  of  the  drcuit 
court  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings according  to  law. 

The  principal  case  is  certainlj  one  of  we  took  occasion  to  make  an  ezbaostire 

the  most  remarkable,  if  not  the  most  so,  collection  of  the  reported  cases  upon  the 

of  all  the  cases  upon  the  subject  of  the  powers  and  duties  of  school  teachers  snd 

relation  of  teacher  and  popil,  to  be  found  school  boards,  as  respects  the  regulation, 

in  the  books,  and  is  a  remarkable  illus-  correction  and  restraint  of  the  pupils 

tration  of  the  stupidity  and  obstinacy  too  under  their  charge.   If  any  authority  is 

often  found  in  inferior  municipalities,  necessary  beyond  the  reasoning  of  the 

As  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  court  in  the  principal  case,  it  may  be 

die  court  in  this  caae  there  is  absolutely  found  there. 

no  doubt  iHiaterer.   In  the  case  of  the  Marshall  D.  Ewell. 

Suae  T.  Burton,  18  Am.  L.  Beg.  (N.  S.)  Chicago. 
233,  decided  by  the  same  learned  court. 


Supreme  Court  of  Oaltfamia.    In  Bane. 
HART  r.  WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 
A  regulation  by  a  telegraph  company  that  its  liability  for  errors  in,  or  failure  to 
deliver,  a  message  shall  not  extend  beyond  the  sum  reoeiyed  for  sending  it,  unlets 
the  message  is  repeated,  for  which  serrice  an  additional  price  is  charged,  u  reason- 
able and  binding  on  the  sender. 
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Under  the  California  Code  telegraph  companies  are  not  common  carriers,  and  in 
an  action  gainst  them  for  the  erroneous  transmission  of  a  me8sag:e  the  harden  is  on 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  hy  wilful  misconduct  or  gross  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  company. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  in  department,  reported  an/e,  page  320,  reversed. 

Thobmtoh  and  MoEzs,  JJ.,  dissent. 

The  facts  of  this  case  when  before  three  of  the  judges  in  depart- 
ment are  reported,  ante^  page  320,  where  the  opinion  there  deli- 
vered is  printed  in  full.  Upon  consideration  by  the  court  in  banc 
the  judgment  delivered  in  department  was  reversed,  the  following 
opinions  being  delivered. 

Ross,  J. — Further  consideration  has  convinced  us  that  some 
of  the  views  should  be  modified,  and  the  rulings  in  some  respects 
clanged.  The  case  as  expressed  when  this  case  was  considered  in 
department  should  be  this  : 

On  the  15th  day  of  December  1882,  the  plaintiflF  delivered  to 
the  defendant,  at  its  Stockton  office,  this  message : 

"  George  W.  MoNbar,  San  Francisco :  Buy  bail  barley  falun ; 
report  by  mail.  George  Hart." 

The  message  was  promptly  transmitted  and  delivered  as  written, 
except  that  the  word  "  bail"  was  changed  to  the  word  *'bain."  By 
the  private  cipher  code  of  McNear,  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
message,  the  word  "bail"  means  "  100  tons,"  and  the  word  "  bain" 
means  "  225  tons."  As  the  message  was  delivered  it  directed  Mc- 
Near to  buy  for  the  account  of  the  plaintiff  226  tons  of  barley, 
whereas  as  it  was  written  by  the  plaintiff,  McNear  was  directed  to 
buy  on  plaintiff's  account  100  tons  only.  Acting  on  the  message 
received,  McNear  bought  for  plaintiff  200  tons  of  barley.  When 
the  plaintiff  discovered  that  fact  he  notified  the  defendant  that  100 
tons  had  been  bought  in  excess  of  that  directed  to  be  bought  by  the 
original  message,  and  asked  the  defendant  what  he  should  do  with 
the  surplus  so  purchased  ?  Defendant  refused  to  give  any  instruc- 
tion in  regard  to  it.  Plaintiff  thereupon  sold  the  barley  at  the 
highest  market  rate,  his  loss  on  the  extra  100  tons  being  $429.82. 
It  is  for  the  loss  thus  sustained  by  him  that  the  action  is  brought 

At  the  trial  the  only  proof  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  show  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  the  admitted  fact  that  the 
message  was  delivered  in  its  altered  form.  It  was  also  admitted 
that  the  message  was  written  by  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  printed  form 
prepared  by  the  defendant,  underneath  the  words,  "  Send  the  fol- 
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lowing  message,  subjecc  to  the  above  terms,  which  are  hereby  agreed 
to,"  and  that  among  the above  terms"  referred  to  are  the  following : 

To  guard  against  mistakes  or  delays,  the  sender  of  a  meesage 
should  order  it  repeated ;  that  is,  telegraphed  back  to  the  originat- 
ing o£Bce  for  comparison.  For  this,  one-half  the  regular  rate  is 
charged  in  addition.  It  is  agreed  between  the  sender  of  the  fol- 
lowing message  and  this  company,  that  said  company  shall  not  be 
liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or  delivery  or  for 
non-delivery  of  any  unrepeated  message,  whether  happening  by 
negligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise,  beyond  the  amount  received 
for  sending  the  same ;  nor  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmis- 
sion or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery  of  any  repeated  message  be- 
yond fifty  times  the  sum  received  for  sending  the  same,  unless  spe- 
cially insured ;  nor  in  any  case  for  delays  arising  from  unavoidable 
interruptions  in  the  working  of  its  lines,  or  for  errors  in  cipher  or 
obscure  messages." 

That  the  message  in  question  was  not  directed  to  be  repeated" 
is  conceded  by  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  it  is 
contended  that  as  the  message  was  not  repeated,  appellant  is  not 
responsible  in  damages  beyond  the  amount  received  for  its  trans- 
mission, and  this  because  it  so  declared  in  the  conditions  printed  at 
the  head  of  the  form  upon  which  the  dispatch  was  written,  imd  to 
which,  as  is  claimed,  the  plaintiff  assented.  In  department  we  held 
that  telegraph  companies  are  exempt  only  for  errors  arising  fipom 
causes  beyond  their  own  control.  In  the  first  place,  this  rule  would 
extend  the  liability  of  such  companies  beyond  that  declared  by 
statute  in  this  state.  Originally,  sect.  2162  of  the  Civil  Code  read, 

A  carrier  of  messages  for  reward  must  use  great  care  and  dili- 
gence in  the  transmission  and  delivery  of  messages.  A  carrier  bj 
telegraph  must  use  the  utmost  diligence  therein;"  and  section 
2168  of  the  same  code  originally  read :  Every  one  who  offers  to 
the  public  to  carry  persons,  property  or  messages,  is  a  common 
carrier  of  whatever  he  thus  offers  to  carry."  But  in  1874  these 
sections  were  amended  and  made  to  read  as  follows : 

"  Section  2162.  A  carrier  of  messages  for  reward  must  use 
great  care  and  diligence  in  the  transmission  and  delivery  of  pas- 
sengers. 

"Section  2168.  Every  one  who  offers  to  the  public  to  carry 
persons,  property  or  messages,  excepting  only  telegraphic  mes- 
sages, is  a  common  carrier  of  whatever  he  thus  offers  to  carry." 
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By  statute,  therefore,  a  telegraph  company  in  this  state  is  not  a 
common  carrier,  and  the  degree  of  care  and  diligence  exacted  of 
sach  companies  in  the  transmission  and  delivery  of  messages  is 

great  care  and  diligence."  If  great  care  and  diligence — which 
terms  of  coarse  include  the  employment  of  proper  instruments  and 
competent  operators — ^be  exercised  by  the  company  in  the  trans- 
mission and  delivery  of  a  message,  the  degree  of  care  prescribed 
by  the  statute  is  complied  with.  In  the  next  place,  the  effect  of 
holding  that  telegraph  companies  are  exempt  only  for  errors 
arising  firom  causes  beyond  their  control,  would  be  to  hold  that 
such  companies  cannot,  by  stipulation,  limit  their  liability  to  any 
extent ;  for  since  they  are  not  common  carriers  or  insurers,  in  no 
event  would  they  be  liable  for  errors  arising  from  causes  beyond 
their  own  control.  With  respect  to  such  stipulations  the  decisions 
of  the  courts  are  very  conflicting. 

In  Illinois,  Maine  and  Wisconsin,  it  is  held  that  there  can  be  no 
consideration  for  such  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  sender  of  the 
message,  and,  that  so  far  as  he  is  concerned,  it  is  void  for  that 
reason,  although  fully  assented  to  by  him :  Tj/ler  v.  W.  U.  Tel. 
Co.,  60  III.  421 :  s.  c.  74  Id.  168  ;  Candee  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  34 
Wis.  477 ;  BaHUU  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  62  Me.  218.  It  is  fur- 
ther held  in  these  cases  that  such  a  stipulation  is  contrary  to  public 
policy,  and  for  that  reason,  also,  is  void.  On  the  contrary,  the 
cases  are  very  numerous  that  hold  that  a  stipulation  providing  that 
the  liability  of  the  company  for  any  mistake  or  delay  in  the  trans- 
mission or  delivery  of  a  message,  or  for  not  delivering  the  same, 
shall  not  extend  beyond  the  sum  received  for  sending  it,  unless  the 
sender  orders  the  message  to  be  repeated  by  sending  it  back  to  the 
oflSee  which  first  received  it,  and  pays  half  of  the  regular  rate 
additional,  is  a  reasonable  precaution  to  be  taken  by  the  company, 
and  binding  upon  all  who  assent  to  it,  so  as  to  exempt  the  com- 
pany from  liability  beyond  the  amount  stipulated,  for  any  cause 
except  wilful  misconduct  or  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
company :  Grinnell  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  113  Mass.  299 ;  W.  U. 
Tel  Co.  V.  Carew,  15  Mich.  626 ;  Camp  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  1 
Met.  (Ky.)  164;  Breese  v.  U.  S.  Tel  Co.,  48  N.  Y.  132;  Paw- 
myre  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  78  Penn.  St.  138 ;  Lassiter  v.  W.  U. 
Tel  Co.,  89  N.  G.  334,  and  numerous  cases  collected  in  the  note 
to  the  case  of  The  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  v.  Bhnchard,  reported  in  46 
Amer.  Rep.  p.  486. 
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There  is  still  another  class  of  cases,  of  which  Sweatiand  v.  21L 
^  Mis9.  Teh  Co»^  27  Iowa  483,  is  one,  which  maintain  that  such 
a  stipulation  should  not  be  held  to  exonerate  or  release  the  com- 
pany from  damages  caused  bj  defective  instruments,  or  a  want 
of  skill  or  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  its  operators.  But  as  this 
latter  class  of  cases  concede  that  telegraph  companies  are  not 
common  carriers,  their  liability  must  rest  on  the  ground  of  negli- 
gence or  wilful  misconduct,  which  is  fraud.  Fraudulent  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  company  would,  of  course,  vitiate  such  a  stipula- 
tion, but  to  say  that  no  stipulation  can  be  made  limiting  their 
liability  for  negligence,  is,  to  say  in  effect,  that  no  stipulation  can 
be  made  limiting  their  liability  at  all.  It  seems  to  us,  therefore, 
that  we  must  either  hold,  as  did  the  courts  in  Illinois,  Maine  and 
Wisconsin,  that  such  stipulations  are  invalid,  because  unsupported 
by  a  consideration  and  contrary  to  public  policy,  or  that  it  is  com- 
petent for  telegraph  companies  to  stipulate  for  the  limitation  of 
their  liability  for  errors  arising  from  any  cause  except  wilful  mis- 
conduct or  gross  negligence.  As  respects  the  question  of  con- 
sideration, it  is  enough  to  say  that  if  the  stipulation  is  one  that 
can  be  made,  it  is  a  part  of  the  contract,  and  is  supported  by  the 
same  consideration  that  supports  the  contract  for  the  transmission 
and  delivery  of  the  message.  With  respect  to  the  reasonableness 
of  stipulations  of  the  character  of  that  under  consideration,  we 
find,  upon  careful  examination,  that  according  to  the  weight  of 
authority,  a  regulation  that  the  liability  of  the  company  for  any 
mistake  or  delay  in  the  transmission  or  delivery  of  a  message,  or 
for  not  delivering  the  same,  shall  not  extend  beyond  the  sum 
received  for  sending  it,  unless  the  sender  orders  the  message  to  be 
repeated  by  sending  it  back  to  the  office  which  first  received  it,  and 
pays  half  the  regular  rate  additional,  is  a  reasonable  precaution  to 
be  taken  by  the  company,  and  binding  upon  all  who  assent  to  it, 
so  as  to  exempt  the  company  from  liability  beyond  the  amount 
stipulated  for,  for  any  cause  except  wilful  misconduct  or  gross  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  company ;  and  we  so  hold.  It  would 
serve  no  useful  purpose  to  state  at  length  the  reasons  given  by  the 
various  courts  in  support  of  this  conclusion.  It  is  sufficient  to  say, 
generally,  that  they  are  founded  in  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
employment ;  the  extraordinary  risks  attending  it,  against  many 
of  which  human  foresight  cannot  provide ;  in  the  fact  that  the 
thing — the  message— with  which  the  company  is  intrusted  is  of  no 
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intnnsic  value:  that  the  importance  of  it  cannot  be  estimated 
except  by  the  sender ;  for  the  transmission  of  which  there  must  be 
a  simple  rate  of  compensation,  and  the  measure  of  damages  for  a 
Mure  to  transmit  or  deliver  which,  has  no  relation  to  any  value 
which  can  be  put  on  the  message  itself. 

The  action  of  the  court  below,  with  respect  to  the  instructions, 
was  not  in  accord  with  these  views.  As  the  case  must  therefore 
be  sent  back  for  a  new  trial,  it  is  proper  that  we  should  determine 
upon  which  party  rests  the  burden  of  proof.  But  for  the  stipula- 
tion, the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  mistake  in  the  message  as 
believed,  the  onus  would  undoubtedly  be  upon  the  defendant  to 
excuse  its  breach  of  the  contract  to  transmit  and  deliver  the  mes- 
sage. But  the  contract  having  included  a  stipulation  to  the  effect 
that  unless  repeated,  the  defendant  should  not  be  held  liable  for 
any  mistake  or  delay  in  the  transmission  or  delivery  of  the  mes- 
sage, or  for  not  delivering  the  same,  beyond  the  sum  received  for 
sending  it,  unless  the  mistake,  delay  or  failure  arose  from  the  wil- 
ful misconduct  or  gross  neglect  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs 
right  to  recover  more  than  the  amount  paid  for  sending  the  mes- 
sage (for  which  defendant  in  the  present  case  by  its  answer  offered 
to  allow  judgment)  could  not  be  established,  except  by  proving 
wilful  misconduct  or  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

Judgment  and  order  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial. 

We  concur:  Myrick,  J.,  Sharpstbin,  J.,  Morrison,  C.  J., 

McKlNSTRY,  J. 

McKeb,  J. — I  dissent.  This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  a  cipher  message  to  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  addressed.  On  the  15th  of  December  1882,  plain- 
tiff delivered  to  the  manager  of  the  defendant,  at  its  office  in 
Stockton,  for  transmission  to  San  Francisco,  the  following  cipher 
message : 

''December  16,  1882. 
To  Geo.  W.  McNbar,  San  Frapcisco :  Buy  bail  barley.  Falun 

report  by  mail.  Geo.  Hart." 

8  collect. 

Upon  the  receipt  of  the  message  at  the  Stockton  office,  the 
operator  of  the  defendant  promptly  attempted  to  send  it  to  San 
Vol.  XXXIII.— 77 
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Francisco ;  but  it  was  received  in  the  San  Francisco  office  in  the 
following  form : 

"  Stockton,  Cal.,  Dec.  15. 

San  Francisco,  December  15. 
Geo.  W.  McNbar  :  Buy  bain  barley  falun.    Report  by  mail 
R.  GEORaE  Hart." 

and  in  that  form  it  was  delivered  to  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
addressed. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  substantial  difference  between  the 
two  messages  is,  that  the  word  ^^bail,"  in  the  message  delivered 
for  transmission,  is  changed  to  the  word  ^^bain,"  in  the  message  as 
received  and  delivered.  Now,  both  words  formed  part  of  the 
secret  cipher  code  of  the  sender  and  receiver  of  the  message ;  and, 
according  to  that  code,  the  word  '^bail meant  100  tons,  and  the 
word  bain  "  meant  225  tons.  So  that  upon  receipt  of  the  mes- 
sage, as  delivered  to  him,  the  plaintiff* s  agent  immediately  pur- 
chased for  the  plaintiff  225  tons,  instead  of  100  tons  of  barley ; 
and  this  resulted  in  a  loss  to  the  plaintiff  of  $430,  for  which  he 
seeks  to  make  the  defendant  liable. 

In  the  case  there  is  no  conflict  of  evidence.  It  is  adoiitted  that 
the  word  bail was  plainly  written  in  the  message  which  the 
plaintiff  delivered  to  the  manager  of  the  defendant's  office  at 
Stockton.  It  was  also  proved,  by  evidence  in  which  there  is  no 
conflict,  that  the  message,  as  delivered,  was  carefully  read  by  the 
manager,  and  by  him  handed  to  the  operator  for  transmission ; 
that  it  was  promptly  transmitted  over  the  wires  to  San  Francisco ; 
that  the  operator  at  the  San  Francisco  office  and  at  the  Stockton 
office,  were  both  competent  and  experienced  telegraph  operators, 
and  that  the  message  was  delivered  in  its  altered  form — the  mis- 
take consisting  in  the  spelling  of  the  word  ''bail."  In  telegraphic 
orthography  the  word  bail,"  is  spelled  thus  :  ''  B  "  is  a  dash  and 
three  dots ;  a  "  is  a  dot  and  a  dash ;  ''  i "  is  two  dots,  and  1 "  is 
a  dash.  Bain  "  is  spelled  by  the  same  lines  and  dots,  except 
that  the  letter  ''n  "  is  a  dash  and  a  dot.  The  actual  mistake  in 
the  message  was,  therefore,  the  addition  of  a  dot  to  the  line  in  the 
last  letter  of  the  word ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  that  mistake 
was  the  result  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  officers  or  agents  of 
the  defendant  in  the  transmission  of  the  message. 

Under  the  code  a  telegraph  company  is  not  a  common  carrier 


HART  V.  WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  CO.  611 

(sect.  2168,  C.  C);  it  is,  however,  a  carrier  of  mesBages  for 
reward  (sect.  2161,  Id.),  and,  as  such,  it  works  under  a  law  which 
binds  it  to  the  exercise  of  great  care  and  diligence  in  the  trans- 
mission and  delivery  of  messages  (sect.  2162,  Id.).  Like  any 
other  corporation  or  person  it  is  therefore  bound,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  legal  rights,  to  perform  its  duty  without  causing  injury  or 
less  to  any  one ;  and  if  it  omits  to  perform  in  good  faith  any  obli- 
gation imposed  on  it  by  law,  it  is  liable  for  the  consequences.  No 
contract  which  it  may  make  by  its  rules  or  regulations  is  allowed 
to  exempt  it  from  liability  for  misfeasance  or  nonfeasance  in  the 
performance  of  its  duties.  Such  regulations  for  exemptions  or 
immunity  from  liability  for  error  or  mistake,  which  results  in  loss 
to  another,  from  the  fraud  or  neglect  of  itself  or  its  subordinate 
officers  or  agents,  are  considered  in  law  as  unreasonable,  and  being 
against  public  policy  are  void:  Sweatland  v.  ML  Tel.  Co.<,  27 
Iowa  448 ;  W.  U.  Tel  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  36  Ind.  429 ;  U.  S. 
Tel  Co.  V.  GHlderiUve,  29  Md.  233 ;  33  Id.  248 ;  Tel.  Co.  v. 
Fontaine,  68  Ga.  483 ;  EllU  v.  Am.  Tel  Co.,  18  Allen  226.  If, 
therefore,  a  mistake  occurs  in  the  transmission  of  a  message,  from 
the  fraud  or  neglect  of  the  company,  or  any  of  its  officers  or  agents, 
which  results  in  loss  to  the  sender  or  receiver  of  the  message,  the 
company  is  liable  for  the  loss:  sect.  1714,  G.  G. 

In  the  case  in  hand  plaintiff  proved  the  mistake ;  in  fact,  it  was 
admitted,  and  the  loss  which  it  occasioned  him.  That  proof  con- 
stituted a  prima  facie  case  upon  which  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
in  the  action.  It  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  show  affirmatively 
how  the  mistake  occurred,  or  whether  it  happened  from  some 
defect  in  the  instrument  which  the  company  used,  or  the  incom- 
petency or  inexperience  of  the  company's  operators,  or  of  any  omis- 
sion of  duty  by  the  company  or  its  officers.  The  mistake  being 
admitted,  the  legal  presumption  was  that  it  was  caused  by  one  or 
other  of  those  causes,  or  all  of  them  combined ;  and  it  was  incum- 
bent on  the  defendant  to  overcome  that  presumption,  by  showing 
that,  in  the  transmission  and  delivery  of  the  message,  it  exercised 
proper  care  and  diligence,  and  that  the  mistake  was  not  attributable 
to  its  fault  or  negligence,  or  the  fault  or  negligence  of  any  of  its 
employees :  Bartlett  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  62  Me.  209 ;  ItiUenhouse 
V.  Ind.  Line,  44  N.  Y.  263 ;  Baldwin  v.  U.  S.  Tel  Co.,  46  Id. 
744 ;  Belle  v.  W.  V.  Tel  Co.,  66  Texas  308. 

The  defendant,  however,  did  give  evidence  which  tended  to 
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prove  that,  during  the  transmission  of  the  message,  ^^fog  and 
wind  and  a  heavy  storm  prevailed,"  that  owing  to  that  state  of  the 
weather,  the  word  bail,*'  in  the  message,  was  changed  to  the  word 
^^bain,"  and  that  the  change  was  caused  by  what  is  known  among 
telegraph  operators  as  a  false  signal,  caused  by  the  breaking  of 
the  current."  Upon  that  question  the  superintendent  of  the  com- 
pany gave  the  following  testimony : 

A.  There  are  various  causes  that  make  the  working  of  a  tele- 
graph wire  uncertain  even  in  good  weather ;  &ults  in  the  instru- 
ments— unavoidable  ones — may  cause  errors  in  the  transmission  of 
words  or  letters.  Generally  errors  of  this  kind  are  caused  by  high 
winds,  which  bring  two  wires  together  or  switch  the  limb  of  a  tree 
against  the  wire,  causing  a  momentary  variation  of  the  strength  of 
the  current.    Dense  fogs  will  also  have  the  same  effect. 

"  Q.  Take  the  word  *bail,'  written  with  a  dash  and  three  dots, 
a  dot  and  a  dash,  two  dots  and  a  dash,  assuming  that  word  to  have 
been  correctly  sent  from  the  Stockton  o£Bce  to  San  Francisco,  could 
the  final  be  changed  to  'n,'  so  as  to  reach  San  Francisco  as 
'bain,'  not  *  bail  ?' 

A.  A  great  many  atmospheric  influences  could  cause  an  error 
of  that  kind.  It  is  called  a  false  signal,  caused  by  the  breaking  of 
the  current.  In  this  case  there  was  a  momentary  break  in  the 
current,  and  that  break  might  have  made  three  dots  ;  in  this  case 
it  made  only  one  additional  dot  at  the  end.  If  it  broke  in  the 
middle  it  would  make  the  letter  '  M.'  " 

Still,  however  that  may  be,  the  mistake,  whether  it  resulted 
from  the  negligence  of  the  company  or  from  natural  causes  beyond 
its  control,  could  have  been  discovered  and  corrected  if  the  mes- 
sage had  been  repeated ;  that  is,  sent  back  to  the  Stockton  office 
for  comparison  with  the  original  message.  The  company  could 
have  tested  its  accuracy  in  that  way  before  delivery,  if  it  was  pro- 
perly equipped  for  the  performance  of  its  functions.  That  it  was 
BO  equipped,  is  evident  fron^  the  admitted  fact  that  the  operator  at 
San  Francisco  repeated  the  message  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 
whether  the  word  "  falun,"  in  the  message,  had  been  correctly 
transmitted. 

But  the  contention  is,  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  ordered  the 
message  repeated  in  order  to  secure  its  accuracy,  because  he  had  it 
transmitted  under  an  agreement  between  him  and  the  company, 
which  reads  as  follows : 
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All  messages  taken  by  this  company  are  subject  to  the  fol- 
lowing terms :  To  guard  against  mistakes  or  delays,  the  sender  of 
a  message  should  order  it  repeated ;  that  is,  telegraphed  back  to 
the  originating  office  for  comparison.  For  this,  one-half  the  regu- 
lar rate  is  charged  in  addition.  It  is  agreed  between  the  sender 
of  the  following  message  and  this  company,  that  said  company 
shall  not  be  liable  for  mistakes  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or 
delivery,  or  for  non-delivery,  of  any  unrepeated  message,  whether 
happening  by  negligence  of  its  servants  or  otherwise,  beyond  the 
amount  received  for  sending  the  same ;  nor  for  mistakes  or  delays 
in  the  transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery,  of  any  repeated 
message,  beyond  fifty  times  the  sum  received  for  sending  the  same, 
unless  specially  insured,  nor  in  any  case  for  delays  arising  from 
unavoidable  interruption  in  the  working  of  its  lines,  or  for  errors 
in  cipher  or  obscure  messages.'' 

The  message  sent  was  in  cipher,  the  sender  did  not  explain  its 
meaning  nor  order  it  to  be  repeated.  Two  questions,  therefore, 
arose  out  of  the  case  as  it  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  namely :  1. 
Was  the  mistake  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  or 
its  officers,  or  of  natural  causes  beyond  their  control  ?  2.  Was  the 
agreement,  under  which  the  message  was  transmitted  and  delivered, 
a  defence  to  the  action,  or  a  restriction  upon  the  liability  of  the 
defendant? 

Upon  the  first  of  these  questions  the  court  instructed  the  jury  as 
follows : 

The  question  for  you  to  determine  is  one  of  fact.  Whether  or 
not  plaintiff's  loss  was  caused  by  the  gross  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant or  its  agents. 

If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  a  mistake  was  made 
in  transmitting  the  message  through  the  gross  negligence  of  the 
defendant  or  of  its  servants,  the  verdict  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant,  however,  as  a  defence  to  the  action,  insists  that 
the  message  in  question  was  what  is  known  as  an  unrepeated  mes- 
sage, and  it  contends,  that  in  the  case  of  such  messages,  it  is  only 
liable  for  the  amount  received  by  it  for  sending  the  message. 

If  the  jury  believe  that  a  mistake  was  made  by  the  defendant, 
or  its  agents,  in  transmitting  the  message,  through  the  gross  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant,  then  defendant  is  responsible  for  the  dam- 
age plaintiff  suffered  by  reason  of  such  mistake  in  transmitting  said 
message,  although  the  jury  believe  that  plaintiff  used  one  of  the 
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forms  of  defendant  having  the  terms  printed  at  the  top,  aa  set  oat 
in  defendant's  answer,  and  that  plaintiff  assented  and  agreed  to 
such  terms,  and  did  not  require  said  message  to  be  repeated  or  its 
correct  transmission  insured." 

And  upon  the  second  question  it  refused  to  give  the  following 
instructions,  which  the  defendant  requested : 

"  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiff's  original 
message  was  written  upon  one  of  the  blanks  of  the  defendant,  and 
was  an  unrepeated  message,  the  defendant  is  only  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  for  the  amount  received  by  it  for  trans- 
mitting the  same,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  thirty  cents  (30c.). 

*^The  defendant  also  alleges,  as  a  defence,  that  the  plaintiffs 
message  was  what  is  known  as  a  cipher  message ;  that  is  to  say, 
that  the  true  contents  and  meaning  of  the  plaintiff's  telegram 
were  by  him  intentionally  concealed  from  the  defendant  by  the  use 
of  words  arbitrarily  selected,  and  having  a  different  meaning  from 
that  ordinarily  attached  to  them.  If  the  jury  believe,  from  the 
evidence,  that  the  said  message  was,  in  fact,  a  cipher  dispatch,  and 
that  no  explanation  was  made  to  the  defendant  by  the  sender  of 
said  message,  of  the  meaning,  object  or  purpose  of  said  message, 
then  whatever  damage  the  plaintiff  may  have  sustained  by  reason 
of  any  mistake  in  said  message  must  be  borne  by  himself,  and  the 
defendant  is  only  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  received  by 
it  for  transmitting  the  same,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  thirty  cents  (30c.), 
and  no  more." 

It  is  objected  that  the  instructions  which  the  court  gave  to  the 
jury  were  erroneous,  because  they  were  grounded  upon  the  assump- 
tion of  a  fact,  viz.,  gross  negligence,  of  which  there  was  no  proof 
and  no  evidence  from  which  it  could  be  inferred :  and  because  they 
ignored  altogether  a  fact  of  which  there  was  evidence,  viz. :  that 
the  mistake  was  caused  by  circumstances  which  were  beyond  the 
control  of  the  company. 

But,  as  has  been  already  shown,  the  company  was  bound  by  law 
to  the  exercise  of  great  '*care  and  diligence;"  and  if  it  failed  to 
perform  for  the  plaintiff  the  duty  which  it  undertook,  the  plaintiff, 
upon  proof  of  the  failure  and  of  the  loss  caused  thereby,  made  out 
a  prima  facie  case  which  entitled  him  to  recover.  That  being  so, 
it  was  in  no  way  prejudicial  to  the  defendant  to  characterize  the 
want  of  great  care  and  diligence,  which  occasioned  the  loss,  as 
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gross  negligence.  Indeed,  the  phrase  was  more  favorable  to  the 
defendant  than  if  the  court  had  merely  used  the  term  negligence. 

There  has  been  no  legislative  attempt  to  establish  degrees  in 
negligence  since  the  repeal  of  sect.  17,  G.  G.  Gonstrued  as  an 
ordinary  phrase,  the  term  gross  negligence,''  as  used  by  the  court 
in  its  instructions  to  the  jury,  may,  therefore,  be  considered  as 
the  equivalent  of  that  want  of  great  care  and  diligence  exacted  by 
the  code  of  the  company  in  the  performance  of  its  duties.  The 
absence  of  such  care  and  diligence  as  the  circumstances  demanded, 
would  be  therefore  gross  negligence.  Gross  negligence/'  says 
RoLFB,  BaroD,  in  Wihon  v.  JBrett,  11  M.  &  W.  113,  "is  the  same 
thing  as  negligence,  with  the  addition  of  a  vituperative  epithet." 
Any  negligence  is  gross  in  one  who  undertakes  a  duty  and  fails  to 
perform  it :  Lord  v.  Midland  Bd.  Co,,  L.  R.,  2  G.  P.  389.  The 
tendency  of  judicial  opinion  is  adverse  to  any  distinction  between  the 
two  expressions.  "Strictly  speaking,"  says  Bradley,  J.,  in 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Lochwoody  17  Wall.  382,  "  these  expressions  are 
indicative  rather  of  the  degree  of  care  and  diligence  which  is  due 
from  a  party  and  which  he  fails  to  perform,  than  of  the  amount  of 
inattention,  carelessness  or  stupidity  which  he  exhibits.  If  very 
little  care  is  due  from  him,  and  he  fails  to  bestow  that  little,  it  is 
called  gross  negligence.  If  very  great  care  is  due,  and  he  fails  to 
come  up  to  the  mark  required,  it  is  called  slight  negligence.  And 
if  ordinary  care  is  due,  such  as  a  prudent  man  would  exercise  in 
his  own  affairs,  failure  to  bestow  that  amount  of  care  is  called 
ordinary  negligence.  In  each  case  the  negligence,  whatever  epi- 
thet we  give  it,  is  failure  to  bestow  the  care  and  skill  which  the 
situation  demands ;  and  hence,  it  is  more  strictly  accurate  perhaps, 
to  call  it  simply  "negligence:"  1  Sm.  Lead.  Gas.  453;  Wihon  v. 
Brett,  supra  ;  Hinton  v.  Dibbin,  2  Q.  B.  661 ;  Philadelphia  ltd. 
Co.  V.  Derbtf,  14  How.  486 ;  Steamboat  N.  W.  v.  King,  16  Id. 
474. 

The  instructions  which  the  court  gave  to  the  jury  were  correct 
BO  far  as  they  went.  But  it  is  contended  that  they  did  not  go  tAx 
enough,  because  they  did  not  contain  any  instruction  upon  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  that  the  mistake  in  the  message  resulted  from 
uncontrollable  natural  causes. 

It  would  certainly  have  been  the  proper  thing  to  have  covered 
that  point  by  the  instructions.  But  if  the  instructions  given  in 
the  case  were  incomplete,  because  they  did  not  present  the  law 
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applicable  to  all  the  points  for  ^hich  both  parties  contended,  it  was 
the  right  and  privilege  of  either  party  to  ask  for  proper  instmctions 
upon  any  omitted  point.  This  was  not  done,  and  the  party  who 
failed  in  that  respect  to  exercise  his  right  cannot  now  be  heard  to 
complain.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  party  cannot,  in  a  court  of 
error,  avail  himself  of  an  omission  in  the  charge  of  the  court,  where 
he  made  no  request  to  the  court  on  the  subject :  People  v.  Ah 
Yute,  53  Cal.  613 ;  People  v.  Ah  Wee,  48  Id.  237 ;  PeopU  v. 
CollinBy  Id.  277  ;  Expre^e  Co.  v.  Kuntze,  8  WaU.  842 ;  HorUr 
V.  CarpenUr,  27  L.  I.  C.  P.  1. 

The  last  assignment  of  error  is,  that  the  court  improperly  re- 
fused to  give  the  instructions  asked  by  the  defendant 

The  plaintiff  made  out  a  prima  facie  case.  That  case  could  not 
be  overcome  by  any  mere  rules  or  regulations  of  the  company.  As 
already  stated,  the  company  could  not,  by  its  rules  and  regulations, 
absolve  itself  or  its  o£Bcers  from  the  exercise  of  that  great;  c^^ 
and  diligence  which  the  law  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
demanded. 

One  of  the  plainest  of  its  obligations  is  to  transmit  and  deliver 
the  very  message  prescribed.  "  To  follow  copy,  an  imperative  law 
of  the  printing  office,  is  equally  applicable  to  the  telegraph  office 
K  F.  ^  W,  Tel  Co.  v.  Dryhurg,  85  Penn.  St.  298.  That 
could  have  been  done  without  understanding  the  meaning  of  the 
words  used  in  the  message,  and  the  sender  was  not  bound  to 
explain  it.  Although  the  words  may  have  been  a  jargon  to  the 
officers  of  the  company,  the  officers  were  bound,  without  regard  to 
the  meaning  of  the  words,  to  transmit  and  deliver  them  as  they 
were  written,  and,  if  that  could  have  been  done  by  repeating  the 
message,  the  duty  would  seem  to  have  been  upon  them  to  have  had 
it  repeated,  in  order  to  secure  accuracy  in  its  transmission  and 
delivery. 

The  Western  Union  v.  Blanchard,  68  Ga.  309,  was  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  a  mistake  in  a  cipher  dispatch  caused  by 
the  fault  of  the  operator,  and  it  was  insisted,  by  way  of  defence, 
that  the  company  was  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  the  mistake 
beyond  the  amount  fixed  by  the  agreement,  between  the  sender 
and  the  company,  which,  in  its  terms,  was  similar  to  the  agreement 
in  this  case.  But  the  court  said :  "  We  can  only  say  that  any  rule 
or  regulation  of  the  company  which  seeks  to  relieve  it  from  per- 
forming its  duty  belonging  to  the  employment,  with  integrity, 
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skill  and  diligence,  contraTenes  public  policy  as  well  as  the  law, 
and  under  it  the  party  at  fault  cannot  seek  refuge.  If  it  become 
necessary  for  the  company,  in  transmitting  messages  with  integrity, 
skill  and  diligence,  to  secure  accuracy  to  have  said  messages 
repeated,  then  the  law  devolves  upon  it  that  duty  to  meet  its 
requirements.  We  know  of  no  law  in  this  state  that  limits  their 
tolls  on  messages ;  this  is  under  their  own  control.  A  message 
must  be  transmitted  with  integrity,  skill  and  diligence,  and  the 
mode  of  attaining  accuracy  in  such  work  they  have  at  their  com- 
mand— the  compensation  paid  therefor  the  law  does  not  seek  to 
limit  or  restrict:  28  Ghi.  543;  58  Id.  488;  34  Id.  215;  1  Daly 
Cases  288 ;  29  Md.  222 ;  27  Iowa  432 ;  60  Me.  530." 

The  rule  or  regulation  as  to  repeating  a  message  is  therefore  not 
sanctioned  by  law  ;  and  to  say  that  telegraph  companies  shall  only 
be  liable  for  the  amounts  received  for  transmission,  is  practically  to 
excuse  them  altogether.  So,  in  Tyler  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  60  111. 
421,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  said :  On  the  assumption 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  company  to  transmit  correctly  the  mes- 
sage for  which  they  have  received  compensation,  where,  in  law, 
arises  any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  sender  to  repeat  the  mes- 
sage And  as  the  receiver  of  the  message,  it  was  not  his 
duty  to  telegraph  back  to  ascertain  the  correctness  of  the  message. 
The  company  was  bound  to  send  the  message  correctly  in  the  first 
instance.  *  *  *  We  fail  to  perceive  any  consideration  whatever  on 
which  to  base  the  so-called  contract,  that  the  sender  shall  order  the 
message  repeated.  The  company  have  no  right  to  demand  of  the 
sender  an  assurance  for  the  faithfulness  of  their  own  conduct. 
Such  a  contract,  forced  as  it  is  upon  the  sender,  is  not  of  any  legal 
or  binding  force." 

Upon  the  subject  of  the  liability  of  the  company  for  a  mistake  in 
the  transmission  of  an  unrepeated  message,  there  is,  undoubtedly, 
a  conflict  of  authorities ;  but  as  we  have  already  stated  the  rule 
deducible  from  all  the  cases  is,  that  a  mistake  in  the  transmission 
of  a  message  i&  prima  fade  evidence  of  negligence^,  and  the  burden 
is  on  the  company  to  show  to  the  contrary ;  and  if  it  be  found  that 
the  mistake  was  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  company  or  its  ser- 
vants, the  company  is  liable  for  all  the  loss  occasioned  by  it,  and  the 
special  contract  between  the  company  and  the  sender,  for  the  trans- 
mission of  the  message,  is  no  defence.  But  if  it  be  found  that  the 
mistake  was  not  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  company,  the  defend- 
VoL.  xxxin.— 7s 
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ant  is  not  liable  beyond  the  terms  of  any  valid  contract  between 
the  company  and  the  sender  under  which  the  message  was  trans- 
mitted. 

I  think  there  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  and 
order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Thornton,  J.,  also  dissented. 
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SUPREME  COURT  OF  ARKANSAS.^ 
SUPREME  COURT  07  ILLINOIS.' 

SUPREME  COURT  07  OHIO.' 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  VERMONT.* 

Accord. 

Payment  of  Part — Agreement  to  Accept  from  Third  Person.^^^ 
agreement  by  a  creditor  to  accept  a  smalier  sum  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt, 
carried  into  execution  by  receipt  of  the  money  and  execution  of  a  formal 
and  positive  instrument  of  release,  with  all  other  acts  essential  to  an 
absolute  relinquishment  of  his  right,  is  a  valid  and  irrevocable  act : 
Gordon  v.  Moore^  44  Ark. 

An  agreement  by  a  creditor  to  accept  from  a  third  person,  in  behalf 
of  the  debtor,  money  or  a  security  for  a  smaller  sum  in  satisfaction  of 
the  whole,  is  valid  and  binding  and  will  discharge  the  debt :  Id, 

Agent.    See  Mortgage, 

Amendment. 

Declaration — Damages — Increasing  ad  damnum  after  Verdict.'^^^^ 
is  no  error  io  allowing  an  amendment  of  a  declaration  by  iocreasing  toe 
ad  damnum  after  verdict.  Such  an  amendment  relates  to  matter  oi 
form,  rather  than  substance:  TomUnxon  v.  Eamshato^  112  111. 

Attachment. 

Undisclosed  Prin^npal. — Property  purchased  by  an  agent  in  his  own 
name  for  an  undisclosed  principal,  cannot  be  seized  for  the  debt  of  the 
agent  unless  his  creditor  has  been  misled  by  appearances  or  the  conduci 
of  the  parties  into  giving  him  credit  upon  a  false  basis :  Reed  v.  McV-^^^ 
44  Ark. 


^  From  B.  D.  Turner,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  44  Ark.  Rep. 
a  From  Hon.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  112  III.  Rep. 
»  From  E.  L.  DeWitt,  Esq.,  Reporter;  the  cases  will  probably  appear  in 
43  &hio  St.  Rep. 

*  From  Edwin  L.  Palmer,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  57  Vt.  Rep. 
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Bankruptcy. 

I}ebt  Created  by  Fraud — Comiructxve  Fraud. — The  plaintiffs^  as  an 
accommodation  to  themselves,  gave  an  order  to  the  defendant  directing 
their  debtor  to  pay  him  what  was  due  them.  He  collected  and  used  the 
money  by  mingling  it  with  his  own  ;  and  in  a  few  days  afterwards  was 
adjudged  a  bankrupt.  After  his  discharge,  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
money,  the  court  below  found  that  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to 
show  actual  fraud  or  fraudulent  intent.  The  plaintiffs  testified  that 
when  the  order  was  given  they  told  him  "  to  keep  the  money  until  they 
called  for  it;"  the  defendant  testified  that  they  told  him  '*to  keep  and 
use  the  money  until  they  called  for  it."  The  jury  found  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  right  as  to  the  instructions  given  :  Eeldi  that  the  defendant's 
duty  was  that  of  a  bailee  without  hire  ;  that  his  use  of  the  money  was 
a  conversion  of  it  and  a  fraudulent  act;  that  the  debt  was  ^'  created  by 
fraud,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act  and  not  discharged : 
Hammond  v.  Noble^  57  Vt. 

Bills  and  Notes.    See  Surety. 

Common  Carrier. 

Coupon  Tickets  over  several  Lines — Liability  of  Companies — Ejection 
of  J^assenger — Damages. — Through  tickets  in  the  form  of  coupons,  sold 
to  a  passenger  by  one  railroad  company,  entitling  him  to  pass  over  suc- 
cessive connecting  lines  of  road,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agree- 
ment create  no  contract  with  the  company  selling  the  same,  to  carry 
him  beyond  the  line  of  its  own  road,  but  they  are  distinct  tickets  for 
each  road,  sold  by  the  first  company  as  agent  for  the  others,  so  far  as 
the  passenger  is  concerned  :  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  y.  Connelly  112  III. 

Where  a  coupon  ticket  has  been  sold  calling  for  passage  over  several 
distinct  lines  of  railroad,  the  rights  of  the  passenger,  and  the  duty  and 
responsibility  of  the  several  companies  over  whose  roads  the  passenger 
is  entitled  to  a  passage,  are  the  same  as  if  he  had  purchased  a  ticket 
at  the  office  of  each  company  constituting  the  through  line :  Id. 

Where  a  conductor  of  a  railway  company,  acting  under  instructions 
from  his  superior,  refuses  to  accept  a  ticket  issued  by  another  company 
as  agent  of  the  former,  and  demands  full  fare,  the  passenger,  if  his 
ticket  was  issued  by  authority,  may  pay  the  fare  again  and  recover  of 
the  company  requiring  payment  the  sum  paid,  as  for  a  breach  of  con- 
tract, or  he  may  refuse  to  pay,  and  leave  the  train  when  so  ordered  by 
the  conductor,  and  sue  and  recover  of  the  company  all  damages  sustained 
in  consequence  of  his  expulsion  from  the  train  ;  but  if  he  refuses  to 
leave,  he  cannot  recover  for  the  force  used  by  the  conductor  in  putting 
him  off,  when  no'  more  force  is  used  than  necessary,  and  the  expulsion 
is  not  wanton  or  wilful :  Id. 

Constitutional  Law.   See  Taxation. 

Corporation. 

Forfeiture  of  Franchise — In  what  Froreediny  to  be  Determined — In- 
junction—  Ultra  Vires — A  cause  of  forfeiture  of  a  franchise  can  not  be 
taken  advantage  of,  or  enforced  against  a  corporation  collaterally  or  inci- 
dentally, or  in  any  other  mode  than  by  a  direct  proceeding  for  that' pur- 
pose against  the  corporation  :  Attorney- General  y.  Chicago  and  Evanston 
RaUroad  Co.,  112  111. 
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Where  a  corporation  has  ceased  to  exist,  and  is  ahsolutely  dead  in  law, 
a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  threatened  acts  by  persons 
assuming  to  act  on  hehalf  of,  and  in  the  name  of  the  dead  corporation :  Id, 

And  if  a  valid  corporation  assumes  to  exercise  licenses  or  powers  by 
virtue  of  an  invalid  ordinance  of  a  municipal  corporation,  or  in  excess 
of  authority  legally  conferred  upon  it,  a  court  of  equity,  upon  a  proper 
showing,  has  jurisdiction  to  interfere  and  restrain  it:  Id. 

Damages.    See  Common  Carrier. 

Debtor  and  Creditor. 

Conditional  Sale — I^ase — Assignee. — Property  sold  conditionally  and 
delivered,  without  a  legal  record  of  the  lien,  passes  to  the  assignee  of 
the  vendee  under  the  insolvent  law  :  CoUender  Co.  v.  Marshall^  57  Yt. 

A  contract  hy  which  a  vendee  of  billiard  tables  agrees  to  pay  iu 
monthly  instalments  in  one  year  the  entire  value  of  the  tables,  and  if 
he  so  paid  the  property  was  to  be  his,  and  if  not,  the  vendor's,  is  a  con- 
ditional sale,  and  not  a  lease  :  Id. 

When  one  here  orders  goods  from  a  party  in  New  York  on  certain 
terms,  as  to  payment,  &c.,  but  they  are  shipped,  consigned  to  the  ven- 
dor, and  accepted  on  different  terms :  Held^  that  the  contract  was  made 
in  this  state :  Id. 

Fraud.  See  Mortgage. 
Frauds,  Statute  of. 

Sale  of  Land — When  not  toiihin. — The  plaintiflf's  house  being  mort- 
gaged, he  entered  into  a  parol  contract  with  the  defendant  to  purchase 
the  mortgage,  sell  the  house,  and  after  satisfying  the  mortgage  debt, 
costs,  &c.,  to  pay  the  balance  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  purchased 
as  agreed,  foreclosed,  and  sold  the  house,  the  plaintiff  in  reliance  on  the 
contract  allowing  the  equity  of  redemption  to  expire :  Eeld^  that  the 
plaintiff  in  assumpsit  could  recover  the  balance;  that  the  contract  was 
not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  in  that  it  was  not  for  the  sale  of  lands 
or  an  interest  in  or  concerning  them,  and  could  be  completely  performed 
within  one  year ;  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  the  con- 
tract: McGinnisY.  Cook,  37  Vt. 

Promise  of  Executor  in  consideration  of  Agreement  mt  to  Dixpvit 
Will. — The  promise  of  an  executor  to  pay  $5000  to  one  of  the  testator's 
heirs-at-law,  who  received  nothing  under  the  will,  in  consideration  that 
he  would  forbear  further  opposition  to  the  probate  of  the  will,  claimed 
to  have  been  made  as  it  was  through  undue  influence,  is  not  within  the 
statute ;  and  such  forbearance  is  a  sufficient  consideration :  BeUoKS  v. 
Sowles,  57  Vt. 

Guardian  and  Ward.   See  In/ant. 

Pledge  of  Ward's  Property — KigTit  of  Ward  as  against  Purcnater.— 
A  former  guardian  of  the  plaintiff's  ward  pledged  to  the  defendant  bank 
to  secure  his  own  note  two  negotiable  bonds  owned  by  the  ward,  on 
which  bonds  was  an  endorsement  tending  to  show  the  ward's  ownership, 
and  which  was  seen  by  the  cashier  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation. 
Meld,  1,  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  an 
innocent  purchaser ;  that  it  was  put  upon  inquiry,  and  that  it  was  not 
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sufficient  to  only  inquire  of  the  guardian ;  2,  that  the  plaintiff  could 
recoyer  the  bonds  in  an  action  of  replevin ;  3,  that  the  settlement  of 
the  guardian's  account  in  the  Probate  Court  did  not  affect  the  title  to 
the  bonds :  Langdon  v.  Baxter  NcU,  Banky  57  Vt. 

Husband  and  Wipe.   See  Surety. 

Infant. 

Negligence  of  Child — lAdbility  of  Parent — The  relation  of  the  de- 
fendants was  that  of  father  and  son.  The  son  was  twenty-eight  years 
old,  and,  while  living  with  his  father  as  a  hired  man  on  his  farm,  took 
his  father's  horse  and  drove  three  miles  to  the  railroad  depot  to  get  one 
of  his  own  friends.  The  father  did  not  know  that  the  son  took  the 
horse  until  after  he  was  gone ;  but  expected  and  was  willing  that  he 
should  do  so.  The  son  had  driven  the  team  before  without  permission. 
The  horse,  tied  to  a  post  in  the  rear  of  the  depot,  where  the  defendants 
were  accustomed  to  hitch,  broke  away,  ran  into  the  plaintiff's  team  and 
injared  him.  The  referee  found  that  the  son  in  tying  the  horse  did 
not  exercise  the  prudence  of  an  average  prudent  man Held^  that  the 
father  was  not  liable,  but  that  the  son  was ;  that  license  to  use  the  horse 
could  not  be  inferred  from  the  fact  of  former  use  without  leave :  Way 
V.  Powers f  57  Vt. 

Ihify  of  Court  to  protect — Failure  of  Gfuardian  to  interpose  proper 
Defence. — An  infant  suitor  or  defendant,  when  brought  into  court,  be- 
comes the  ward  of  the  court,  whose  duty  it  is  to  see  that  his  rights  in 
the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation  are  properly  presented  and  protected. 
If  the  general  guardian  fails  to  appear,  the  court  should  appoint  a  guar- 
dian ad  litem  to  look  after  the  infant's  rights:  Lloyd  v.  Kirkwood.  112 
111.  " 

If  the  guardian  who  undertakes  this  trust,  whether  he  be  the  general 
guardian,  or  guardian  ad  litem,  fails  to  properly  protect  the  interests  of 
the  ward,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  sua  sponte^  to  compel  him  to  do  so 
whenever  that  fact  comes  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court.  The  court 
should  see  that  the  proper  pleadings  are  made  to  present  any  defence 
the  infant  may  have :  Id. 

Where  a  bill  to  establish  and  enforce  a  resulting  trust  as  against  an 
infant  heir,  showed  upon  its  face  that  the  alleged  trust  arose  twenty-five 
years  before  suit,  and  the  court  rendering  a  decree  therein  against  the 
infant  failed  to  require  the  guardian  ad  liiem  to  set  up  the  laches  in 
defence,  it  was  held,  that  the  proceedings  and  decree  against  the  infant 
showed  error  on  their  face,  sufficient  to  justify  the  court  in  setting  the 
decree  aside  on  bill  filed  by  the  infant :  Id. 

Landlord  and  Tenant. 

Untenantable  Premises. — The  lessee  of  a  room  in  a  block  covenanted 
to  keep  the  premises  in  good  and  constant  repair.  A  building  was  there- 
after erected  on  an  adjoining  vacant  lot  by  the  owner  thereof,  not  the 
lessor,  whereby  the  demised  premises  were,  to  a  great  extent,  cut  off 
from  light  and  ventilation,  and  were  also  rendered  damp  and  unhealthy, 
but  were  capable  of  being  made  tenan table  by  repairs  :  Held^  that  the 
lessee  was  not  authorized  to  abandon  the  lease  and  refuse  payment  of 
the  accruing  rent :  HiUiard  v.  N.  Y.  &  £7.  Gas  Coal  Co.^  42  or  43 
Ohio  St. 
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Limitations,  Statute  of. 

Cause  iiccruing  in  other  StcUe, — The  Statute  of  Limitation,  R.  L.  b. 
970,  is  not  a  defence,  whea  the  cause  of  action  accrued  in  another  state, 
unless  hoth  parties  resided  there  at  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued; 
thus,  the  plaintiff  resided  in  Ohio  and  the  defendants  in  Pennsjlmia, 
when  the  debt  was  contracted,  the  residence  of  neither  party  haviDg 
been  changed  :  ffeld^  that  the  statute  was  not  a  bar :  TroU  t.  Hamuer^ 
57  Vt. 

Mandamus. 

The  right  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  enforce  the  performance  of  in 
ofiEicial  act  by  a  public  officer  depends  upon  his  legal  duty  and  not  upon 
his  doubts ;  and  where  his  duty  is  clear,  its  performance  will  not  be 
excused  by  his  doubts  concerning  it,  however  strong  or  honest  they  may 
be :  State  v.  TurpeUy  42  or  43  Ohio  St. 

MOBTOAOE. 

Fraud — Agency — Bona  Fide  Purchaser, — R.,  the  owner,  having  sold 
land  and  taken  a  mortgage  thereon  from  the  vekidee  to  secure  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  purchase-money,  afterwards  executed  a  release  of  the  mort- 
gage and  took  a  second  mortgage  on  the  premises  from  the  vendee,  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  then  unpaid.  The  release  and  second 
mortgage  were  entrusted  by  R.  to  the  vendee,  to  be  by  the  latter  entered 
for  record.  The  vendee  caused  the  release  to  be  duly  recorded,  but 
failed  to  deliver  the  second  mortgage  for  record.  After  the  release  was 
recorded,  the  vendee  made  his  notes  and  executed  a  mortgage  on  the 
premises  to  L.  to  secure  the  same,  without  consideration  therefor,  which 
mortgage  was  immediately  recorded,  and  on  the  17th  of  January  1879, 
the  notes  were  endorsed  and  delivered,  and  the  mortgage  was  assigned 
by  L.  to  J.,  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without 
notice.  Affcer  the  mortgage  to  L.  had  been  recorded,  the  vendee  re- 
turned the  unrecorded  mortgage  to  R.,  who  filed  it  for  record  on  the 
21st  of  April  1879 :  Held,  that  the  mortgage  of  J.  was  the  first  and 
best  lien  on  the  premises:  Ramsey  v.  Jones,  42  or  43  Ohio  St. 

Negligence.   See  Infant, 

Bridge  Oumers — Failure  to  prevent  Accumulation  of  Drifts.— « 
the  duty  of  the  owners  of  a  bridge  across  a  navigable  stream  to  use  rea- 
sonable diligence  to  prevent  such  accumulation  of  drifl  about  the  bridge 
piers,  either  above  or  below  the  surface  of  the  water,  as  might  endanger 
navigation  ;  and  for  failure  to  use  such  diligence  they  will  be  liable  for 
damages  resulting  from  such  obstruction  to  crafts  navigating  the  river, 
unless  there  was  contributory  negligence  in  the  careless  and  unskilful 
piloting  of  the  craft ;  St,  Louis,  Iron  Mountain  and  Southern  Railway 
Co,,  V.  Meese,  44  Ark. 

Crossing  Railroad  Track — Omission  to  Stop,  Look  and  Listen— Q^^^ 
tion  for  the  Jury, — It  is  the  duty  of  a  person  about  to  cross  a  railroad 
track,  to  approach  cautiously,  and  endeavor  to  ascertain  if  there  is  pre- 
sent danger  in  crossing  ]  and  when  the  railroad  track  and  crossing  are 
so  situated,  that  the  approach  of  a  train  can  not  be  seen,  it  may  be  the 
duty  of  a  person  about  to  cross,  to  stop  and  look,  to  ascertain  if  &  tram 
is  coming  :  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  IVanerj  112  111. 
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It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  the  evidence, 
whether  a  person  receiving  an  injury  from  the  alleged  negligence  of 
another,  and  who  sues  to  recover  therefor,  has  exercised  proper  care  and 
caution  on  his  part,  and  not  one  of  law.  It  is  not  for  the  court  to  tell 
the  jury  that  certain  facts  constitute  negligence,  and  an  instruction  so 
telling  the  jury  is  erroneous  :  Id, 

In  an  action  against  a  railway  company,  the  court  was  asked  by  the 
defendant  to  instruct,  that  if  the  jury  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  plaintiff  could  have  discovered  the  approach  of  defendant's  train, 
and  avoided  the  injury  in  question  by  having  stopped  his  mule  before 
driving  upon  the  track,  and  looking  and  Ibtening  for  the  approach  of 
said  train,  then  he  can  not  recover  in  this  case,  unless/'  &c. :  Held^ 
properly  refused,  as  it  virtually  took  tbe  queation  of  fact  (plaintiff's  care 
or  negligence)  from  the  jury :  Id. 

Parent  and  Child.   See  Infant 

Partition. 

Not  Maintainable  for  Land  adversely  held. — A  party  claiming  the 
legal  title  to  an  undivided  interest  in  land  cannot  maintain  proceediogs 
for  partition  with  his  co-tenant,  while  his  interest  is  held  adversely  by 
others.  He  must  first  establish  his  title  at  law :  Moore  v.  Gordon^ 
44  Ark. 

Partnership. 

Test  of — Participation  in  Profits, — The  rule  that  participation  in  the 
profits  of  a  business,  was  the  test  of  partnership  as  to  liability  to  cred- 
itors, has  been  abandoned  in  England,  and  generally  in  America )  and 
now  the  test  is  whether  the  business  has  been  carried  on  in  behalf  of  the 
person  sought  to  be  charged  as  a  partner  \  i,  6.,  did  he  stand  in  the  rela- 
tion of  principal  towards  the  ostensible  traders  by  whom  the  liabilities 
were  incurred,  and  under  whose  management  the  profits  have  been  made ) 
but  as  between  the  parties  themselves,  the  test  has  always  been  their 
actual  intent;  CvUey  v.  Edwards^  44  Ark. 

Pleading.    See  Amendment, 

Kailroad.    See  Common  Carrier ;  Negligence, 

Begeiyer. 

Application  of  Funds — Priority  of  Mortgages, — The  holder  of  a  sec- 
ond mortgage  in  an  action  to  foreclose,  made  all  lien  holders  parties, 
prior  tod  subsequent,  and  moved  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to 
collect  rents  and  income  of  the  mortgaged  lands  pending  the  action. 
The  appointment  of  a  receiver  was  refused.  Afterwards  a  junior  mort- 
gagee commenced  an  action  to  foreclose  making  all  lien  holders  parties, 
and  upon  his  motion  a  receiver  was  appointed :  Beld^  that  the  fund  col- 
lected by  the  receiver,  was  applicable  to  the  liens  on  the  property  in  the 
order  of  their  priority :  Williamson  v.  Gerlach,  42  or  43  Ohio  St. 

Mortgage.   See  Receiver, 

Hepleyin. 

Far  Goods  Intermixed, — ^Replevin  cannot  be  maintained  for  a  mass  of 
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cotton  in  which  the  plaintiff's  has  been  innocently  mixed  by  the  defend- 
ant, nor  for  an  undivided  share  of  the  mass.  It  most  be  first  separated 
and  capable  of  identification  :  Hart  y.  Morton^  44  Ark. 

Sale.  See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

Statute. 

Construction  of—  When  "  may  "  means  "  sTudl." — The  word  "  msj" 
in  a  statute,  means  shall "  whenever  the  rights  of  the  public  or  third 
persons  depend  upon  the  exercise  of  the  power,  or  the  performance  of 
the  duty  to  which  it  refers.  The  word  has  such  meaning  in  the  proviso 
of  section  90  of  the  practice  act :  James  v.  Dexter,  112  111. 

Surety. 

Collateral  Note  by  Wife  as  Surety — Extension  of  Original. — Wvse 
needed  money  to  pay  judgments  that  were  pressing  him.  Willard  agreed 
to  endorse  his  note  to  8.  for  $2700,  at  four  months,  if  Wise  and  wife 
would  make  to  him  (Willard)  their  note  for  $3000,  at  four  months, 
secured  by  mortgage  on  the  wife's  land  ;  he  to  hold  and  use  said  mort- 
gage to  protect  himself  against  loss  and  expense  because  of  said  endorse- 
ment. Neither  note  was  paid  at  maturity.  The  mortgage  note  was 
never  extended,  but  the  other  note  was  renewed  by  agreement  of  the 
parties  to  it  for  a  valuable  consideration.  It  remained  unpaid,  and  Wil- 
lard sued  Wise  and  wife  on  the  mortgage  note.  She  set  up  the  exten- 
sion of  the  82700  note  as  a  release  of  her  property :  Held^  as  WiW^ri 
made  no  extension  of  the  mortgage  note  he  did  not  lose  his  right  to 
enforce  the  mortgage  for  his  indemnity.  The  extension  of  the  $2700 
note  did  not  affect  the  right  of  the  wife  to  pay  the  $3000  note  and 
enforce  reimbursement  by  her  husband :  Wise  v.  Willard,  42  or  43 
Ohio  St. 

Collateral  Note — Extension  of  Original. — ^Where  the  payee  of  a  pro- 
missory note  for  $1500  held  another  note  of  the  makers  for  $1000,  giveo 
as  collateral  to  the  first  note,  with  sureties,  and  payable  at  a  time  to  whioh 
the  payment  of  the  principal  note  had  been  extended,  and  the  pajee 
after  the  maturity  of  the  collateral  note  again  extended  the  time  of 
payment  of  the  principal  note  for  a  definite  time,  by  a  valid  agreement 
and  without  the  consent  of  the  sureties  on  the  collateral  note,  he  thereby 
discharged  them :  Slagle  v.  Fow,  42  or  43  Ohio  St. 

Taxation. 

Corporation — Shares  of  Non-Resident — Stockholders. — Under  our 
statute  the  stock  of  non-resident  stockholders  of  a  corporation  located 
in  this  state  may  be  legally  set  in  the  list  of  the  town  in  which  the  cor- 
poration has  its  principal  place  of  business ;  and  the  corporation  com- 
pelled by  mandamus  to  pay  the  taxes  assessed  upon  such  stock :  Tm 
of  St.  Albans  v.  Nat.  Car  Co.,  57  Vt. 

A  statute  authorizing  such  taxation,  and  allowing  the  corporation  to 
deduct  the  taxes  thus  paid  from  the  dividends  due  to  such  stockholders, 
is  constitutional :  Id. 

When  a  charter  is  taken  subject  to  future  legislation,  it  may  be  modi- 
fied not  only  by  special  amendments,  but  also  by  a  general  law :  Id. 
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GARNISHMENT. 

Garnishment  is  a  proceeding  at  law,  whereby  a  creditor  may 
lay  hold  of  debts,  credits  or  property,  belonging  to  his  debtor,  bat 
in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  and  subject  them  to  the  payment 
of  his  debt.  The  proceeding  is  variously  known  in  the  different 
states  as  foreign  attachment,  factorising,  trustee  process,  and  gar- 
nishment. It  has  its  origin  either  in  local  custom  or  statutory  pro- 
vision. In  Vermont,  and  probably  in  most  of  the  states,  it  does  not 
exist  except  by  force  of  statute.  In  the  statutes,  therefore,  will  be 
found  the  basis  of  the  jurisdiction  of  courts,  in  applying  this  rem- 
edy, together  with  the  method  of  its  application :  Baxter  v.  Vin- 
cent, 6  Vt.  614. 

What  establishes  Liability, — The  liability  of  a  garnishee,  both 
to  the  principal  debtor  and  his  creditor,  is  governed  by  the  contract 
or  other  relations  existing  between  the  garnishee  and  principal 
debtor.  Garnishment  cannot  have  the  effect  of  changing  the 
nature  of  a  contract  between  the  garnishee  and  the  principal  debtor, 
or  of  preventing  the  garnishee  from  performing  a  contract  with  a 
third  person.  If  by  any  pre-existing  bona  fide  contract,  the 
accountability  of  the  garnishee  to  the  principal  debtor  has  been 
removed  or  modified,  the  garnishee's  liability  is  correspondingly 
affected.  Thus  a  contract,  anterior  to  attachment,  bona  fide^ 
and  for  good  consideration,  between  two  railroad  companies,  whose 
roads  connected,  and  who  had  established  a  system  of  through  freight 
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and  fares,  under  which  each  received  and  advanced  for  the  other, 
and  balances  were  to  be  settled  monthly  between  them,  coDtroIs  an 
attachment  of  the  funds  of  one  company  in  the  hands  of  the  other: 
Bait.  ^  Ohio  Rd.  Co,  v.  Wheeler,  18  Md.  372. 

Who  are  Liable. — As  a  general  rule  corporations,  as  well  as 
natural  persons,  are  by  statute  made  liable  to  garnishment :  Bolt, 
^  Ohio  lid.  Co.  V.  Gallahues  AdmW,  12  Gratt.  655.  But  in 
general,  a  person  who  is  not  and  never  has  been  a  resident  within 
the  state  wherein  the  process  of  garnishment  is  sued  out,  is  not 
liable  to  it :  Hart  v.  Anthony,  15  Pick.  445  ;  Ray  v.  Underwood, 
3  Id.  302 ;  Miller  v.  Hooe,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  622 :  Baxter  ?.  Vin- 
cent, 6  Vt.  614 ;  Jones  v.  Comings,  6  N.  H.  497.  In  Massa- 
chusetts, a  railroad  company  incorporated  by  the  laws  of  another 
state,  cannot  be  charged  by  trustee  process,  although  in  possession 
of  railroads  in  Massachusetts  under  leases  from  the  proprietors 
thereof :  Gold  v.  Housaionic  ltd.  Co.,  1  Gray  424.  Nor  can  a 
foreign  corporation  that  has  no  goods,  effects  or  credits  within 
Massachusetts  be  charged  by  trustee  process,  although  many  of  the 
members  and  officers  of  such  corporation  reside  in  that  state,  and 
its  books  and  records  are  kept  there :  Danforth  v.  Penny y  3  Mete. 
564.  Funds  in  possession  of  the  president,  officers  and  agents  of 
a  railroad  company  are  in  possession  of  the  company,  and  are  not 
subject  to  garnishment  in  an  ordinary  action  by  a  creditor  against 
the  company :  Wilder  v.  Shea,  13  Bush  128.  The  appropriate 
action  by  a  creditor  against  a  railroad  company  is  by  application  to 
a  court  of  equity,  seeking  a  discovery  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
company,  and  upon  the  failure  of  the  chief  officer  or  officers  of  the 
company  to  pay  when  directed,  they  may  be  imprisoned  for  con- 
tempt, and  the  chancellor  will  take  possession  of  the  road  by  plac- 
ing it  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and  apply  the  net  income  or 
surplus- fund  to  the  payment  of  the  creditor's  claim.  "  To  permit 
any  and  every  agent  of  a  corporation  like  this  to  be  garnisheed 
before  or  after  judgment,  would  result  in  the  sacrifice  of  all  the  pri- 
vate and  public  interests  connected  with  it.  The  chancellor,  by 
giving  to  the  creditor  the  income  of  the  road,  retaining  enough  to 
pay  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  corporation,  has  given  him  all 
that  he  has  the  right  to  demand,  and  at  the  same  time  preserves 
the  corporate  property  for  private  and  public  use.  Nor  does  this 
ruling  prevent  a  corporation  from  being  garnisheed  as  the  debtor  of  a 
third  party,  whose  creditor  is  seeking  to  make  his  debt ;  in  such 
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a  case,  however,  the  court  will  require  pa3'meiit  to  be  made  in  the 
flame  manner  as  if  the  company  were  the  real  debtor."  PerPRYOR, 
J.,  in  Wilder  Y.  8hea^  18  Bush  187.  In  Bobbins  v.  Orange  and 
Alexandria  Ry.  Cb.,  87  Ga.  241,  it  was  held  that  the  Western 
Atlantic  Railroad,  being  the  property  solely  of  the  state  of  Geor- 
gia, and  under  the  power  of  the  legislature  at  all  times,  the  super- 
intendent belonged  to  that  class  of  public  agents,  like  the  governor 
and  treasurer  of  the  state,  whom  reasons  of  policy  exempt  as  such 
agents  from  process  of  garnishment.  And  a  carrier  who  receives 
goods  under  an  engagement  to  forward  them  to  the  consignee,  can- 
not hold  them  to  answer  an  attachment  at  a  suit  of  the  creditor  of 
the  shipper,  previously  served  upon  him,  nor  is  he  liable  in  respect 
to  him  upon  the  attachment :  Bingham  v.  Lamping^  26  Penn. 
St  340. 

Indemnity. — At  common  law,  the  sheriiF,  or  other  officer  serving 
a  writ,  has  a  right  to  indemnity  before  seizing  goods  on  an  execu- 
tion where  the  defendant's  property  in  them  is  disputed,  and  this 
principle  extends  to  seizures  under  a  foreign  attachment,  or  an  exe- 
cution attSrchment,  so  as  to  protect  the  sheriff,  and  through  him  the 
garnishee,  where  the  sheriff  makes  him  his  bailee  pending  the  pro- 
cess. The  plaintiff  and  the  sheriff  cannot  by  a  mere  copy  service 
of  the  writ  escape  the  risks  of  the  attachment  and  throw  them  upon 
the  garnishee,  by  requiring  him  to  retain  the  goods  when  the  title 
to  them  is  in  dispute :  Shriver  v.  Harbaugh^  87  Penn.  St.  399. 

Service^  and  what  i»  Liable, — In  garnishment  or  foreign  attach- 
ment, the  first  thing  is  to  serve"  the  property,  and  next  the  per- 
son in  whose  hands  it  is  found  ;  but  the  writ  may  be  well  executed 
when  the  officer  is  prevented  by  fraud  or  force  from  getting  at  the 
property.  In  such  cases,  the  return  should  show  the  facts,  and  that 
the  officer  has  attached  as  nearly  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  statute  as  possible ;  if  the  property  is  in  the  hands  of  the  gar- 
nishee he  cannot  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong  on  the  ground 
of  a  defective  service :  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co.  v.  Pennock,  51 
Penn.  St.  244.  Ordinarily  where  a  corporation  is  summoned  as 
trustee,  service  of  the  writ  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  place  of  last 
and  usual  abode  of  the  treasurer  or  other  proper  officer  is  sufficient: 
Harris  v.  Somerset  ^  Kennebec  Ry.  Co.,  47  Me.  298.  The 
statutes  generally  designate  upon  what  officer  of  a  corporation  ser- 
vice of  writs  shall  be  made.  Such  statutory  provisions  must  of 
course  be  followed.    In  Georgia  it  has  been  decided  that  the  Gen- 
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tral  Railroad  and  Banking  Company  cannot  be  served  with  a  sam- 
mons  of  garnishment  by  serving  any  one  of  its  agents.  The  service 
must  be  on  the  president  of  the  company :  Clark  v.  Chapman  ^ 
Central  Railroad  ^  Banking  Co.y  45  Gra.  486.  The  service  of 
garnishment  process  against  a  railroad  company  returned  in  theae 
words  :  Served  on  the  Montgomery  and  Eufaula  Railroad  Com- 
pany, the  garnishee,  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  garnishment  with 
Lewis  Owen,  President  of  said  road,*'  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
judgment  nisi  on  failure  to  answer,  against  the  company,  if  there 
is  no  appearance  for  the  company :  Montgomery  ^  Eufaula  Bd^ 
Co.  V.  ITartwelly  43  Ala.  508.  Rut  the  return  of  a  sheriff  in  a 
foreign  attachment,  Executed  by  delivering  to  D.  A.  Stewart, 
agent  of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  a  true  and  attested 
copy  of  the  within  writ,  and  making  known  the  contents  thereof,  and 
summoning  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  as  garnishee,"  is 
not  proper.  The  property  was  susceptible  to  seizure  if  present; 
and  not  being  present,  and  there  being  no  seizure  or  declaration  in 
the  presence  of  witnesses,  it  was  not  bound  by  the  writ,  and  there- 
fore no  person  was  bound  to  answer  as  garnishee :  Pennsylvania 
Rd,  Co.  V.  Fennockj  51  Penn.  St.  244.  And  service  of  notice  of 
a  judgment  nisi  rendered  on  the  failure  of  the  Montgomery  and 
Eufaula  Railway  Company,  the  garnishees,  to  answer,  returned  in 
these  words :  "  Executed  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  within  with 
Lewis  Owen,  President  of  the  Montgomery  and  Eufaula  Railroad 
Company,  this  4th  day  of  May  1868,**  is  insufficient  to  sustain  a 
judgment  final  on  said  judgment  nisi  without  proof  that  Owen  was 
president  at  the  date  of  service :  Montgomery  ^  Eufauh  Rd. 
Co.  V.  Hartwell^  43  Ala.  508.  Where  a  corporation,  summoned  as 
trustee,  has  appeared,  submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
and  made  disclosure,  and  judgment  has  been  entered,  it  is  too  late 
to  object  to  a  service  defective  in  respect  to  the  place  of  leaving  a 
copy  of  the  writ:  Harris  v.  Somerset  ^  Kennebec  Ry.  (7o.,  47 
Me.  298.  It  would  seem  that  any  property  or  choses  in  action 
owned  by  a  railroad  company  but  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person 
might  be  garnisheed  to  meet  the  claims  of  the  company's  creditors, 
and  this  appears  to  be  the  general  rule.  But  it  was  intimated  that 
under  the  Wisconsin  statute  a  garnishee  was  liable  only  for  **  pro- 
perty** which  might  be  turned  out  on  execution ;  or  "  indebtedness" 
for  which  an  action  or  assumpsit  would  lie  in  favor  of  the  principal 
defendant :  Keyes  v.  Mil.  ^  St.  Paul  Rd.  Co.,  25  Wis.  691.  And 
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in  Bait  ^  Ohio  Rd,  Oo.  v.  Gallahue's  Admr,  12  Gratt.  665,  it 
seems  that  the  statute  in 'relation  to  attachment  at  law  refers  to 
debts  due  from  the  garnishee  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
service  of  the  process  upon  the  garnishee.  In  the  same  case  it 
was  queried  whether  the  statute  operates  at  law  upon  debts  which 
though  due  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  attachment  upon  the 
garnishee  were  not  then  payable.  It  is  difficult  in  this  matter  to 
lay  down  rules  of  general  application,  garnishment  being  to  so  great 
an  extent  a  purely  statutory  proceeding.  It  has  been  decided,  how- 
ever, that  the  income  of  a  railway  company  earned  after  a  mortgage 
authorized  by  statute  took  eifect  might,  so  long  as  the  company 
remained  in  the  management  and  use  of  its  property,  be  attached 
by  trustee  process  to  secure  a  claim,  accruing  since  the  mortgage 
became  effectual,  for  negligently  injuring  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff at  a  highway  crossing :  Smith  v.  Eastern  By.  Co,^  124  Mass. 
154 ;  Degraff  v.  Thompson^  24  Minn.  452 ;  but  a  different  view 
was  taken  in  Illinois,  where  a  corporation  had  given  a  mortgage  or 
trust  deed  of  all  its  property,  tolls,  incomes,  franchises,  &c.,  to 
secure  the  principal  and  accruing  interest  on  its  bonds,  and  its 
revenues  so  pledged  were  held  not  liable  to  garnishee  process  by  its 
judgment  creditors,  after  the  execution  by  it,  of  such  mortgage 
or  trust  deed:  Galena  ^  Chicago  Union  Rd,  Co.  v.  Menzies, 
26  HI.  121.  Where  a  city,  by  its  vote,  has  in  accordance  with 
the  charter  of  a  railway  company,  designated  on  what  part  of  the 
railway  line  the  money  raised  and  subscribed  by  it  should  be  ex- 
pended, a  general  creditor  cannot  by  trustee  process  direct  and 
hold  such  money  for  a  debt  not  contracted  for  the  purpose  desig- 
nated :  Bike  v.  Bangor  ^  Calais  S.  L.  Rd.  Co,,  68  Me.  445. 
Where  a  railroad  company  contracts  to  pay  on  a  specified  day  of 
each  month,  for  seventy-five  per  cent,  of  the  work  done  by  their  em- 
ployees in  the  preceding  month,  upon  a  stipulation  that  the  balance 
shall  be  retained  as  a  forfeiture,  if  the  employee  should  fail  to  fulfil 
his  part  of  the  contract,  and  the  value  of  the  whole  month's  work 
is  to  be  estimated  and  certified  after  the  end  of  the  month,  before 
any  payment  for  it  is  to  be  made,  no  indebtedness  arises  for  any  part 
of  it,  before  the  month  has  expired ;  and  therefore  no  part  of  such 
value  can  be  secured  by  summoning  the  company  as  trustees  before 
the  month  has  expired.  It  was  also  decided  that  while  the  employ- 
ee's part  of  the  contract  remains  unfulfilled,  the  contingent  twenty- 
five  per  cent,  is  not  attachable  by  trustee  process.    Finally,  it  was 
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held,  that  a  party  summoned  as  trustee,  while  it  is  contiDgent 
whether  he  will  be  indebted  to  the  principal  defendant,  will  be  dis- 
charged. And  that  the  changing  of  such  a  contingent  into  an  ab- 
solute indebtedness,  after  the  service  upon  the  trustee,  though  before 
the  judgment,  will  have  no  effect  to  render  the  trustee  chargeable : 
Williams  v.  Androscoggin  ^  Kennebec  ltd,  Co.^  36  Me.  201 ;  sec 
also,  Harris  v.  Somerset  ^  Kennebec  Ry.  Co.,  47  Id.  298.  Money 
in  the  hands  of  a  station  agent  of  a  railway  company,  received  for 
tickets  sold  and  freight  collected,  cannot  be  attached  in  his  hands 
by  trustee  process,  in  a  suit  against  the  company,  by  one  of  its 
creditors :  Pettingill  v.  Androscoggin  Ry.  Co,^  51  Me.  370 ;  Fow- 
ler V.  puts..  Ft.  W.  ^  a  Ry.j  35  Penn.  St.  22 ;  Gery  v.  JEhr- 
good,  31  Id.  329. 

Answer. — If  a  corporation  be  made  a  garnishee  it  may  answer 
by  its  proper  officers,  but  the  answer  must  be  sworn  to :  Oliver  v. 
Chicago  f  Alton  Rd.  Co.,  17  111.  587.  And  its  answer  must  be 
in  the  only  mode  in  which  a  corporation  can  answer,  i,  e.,  under 
its  corporate  seal:  Bait.  ^  Ohio  Ry.  v.  Gallahues  Adm'r,  12 
Gratt.  655.  It  may  answer  by  its  attorney,  and  he  need  not  be  a 
member  of  the  corporation,  or  their  general  business  agent  His 
answers  are  to  be  considered  true  until  disproved ;  thus  when,  after 
due  examination  and  inquiry,  the  attorney,  through  whom  the  dis- 
closure of  a  corporation  is  made,  shall  have  answered  all  the  inter- 
rogatories according  to  his  best  belief  and  information,  if  his 
statement  show  that  the  corporation  has  no  goods,  effects  or  credits 
of  the  defendant,  and  if  no  opposing  proof  is  introduced,  the  corpo- 
ration is  to  be  discharged,  although  its  attorney  had  no  personal 
knowledge  of  its  dealings,  but  derived  his  information  wholly  from 
its  books  and  the  statements  of  its  officers :  Sead  v.  Merrill,  34 
Me.  586.  As  a  general  rule  the  answer  of  a  garnishee  must  stand, 
whether  it  be  a  denial  or  affirmation  of  new  matter,  until  evidence 
is  produced  tending  to  overthrow  it :  Holton  v.  So.  Pac.  By.  Co., 
50  Mo.  151.  A  corporation  can  only  be  compelled  to  answer  in 
the  place  where  it  may  be  lawfully  sued.  Thus  the  Central  Rail- 
road and  Banking  Company  of  Georgia,  has,  by  law,  its  principal 
office  of  business  at  Savannah,  and  it  cannot  be  required  to  answer 
a  summons  of  garnishment  in  any  other  county  than  the  county  of 
Chatham  unless  it  appear  on  the  record  that  the  debt  it  is  charged  to 
owe  is  within  some  of  the  statutes  authorizing  corporations  to  be  saed 
out  of  the  county  where  the  principal  business  office  is  situate: 
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Clark  V.  Chapman  ^  Central  Rd.  ^  Banking  Co.,  45  Ga.  486. 
The  garnishee  is  bound  to  answer  before  the  default  day  in  the 
term  of  the  court  wherein  it  is  summoned,  unless  by  leave  of  court 
farther  time  is  given  it  to  answer,  and  if  the  corporation  being 
gamisheed  neglects  so  to  answer  until  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  his 
judgment  against  the  principal  debtor,  and  the  jurors  have  been 
discharged  for  the  term,  it  is  error  in  the  court  to  permit  it  then  to 
answer,  unless  for  good  cause  shown.  Ibid.  A  supposed  trustee,  in  ad* 
dition  to  his  sworn  answer  and  statement^  may  allege  and  prove  any 
other  fact  not  stated  or  denied  by  him  that  may  be  material  to  the 
decision  of  the  question  of  his  liability:  StanieU  v.  Raymond^  4 
Cash.  315.  A  railway  corporation  in  making  a  disclosure  by  its 
agent  under  a  trustee  process  is  not  concluded  by  the  entries  upon 
its  books,  although  they  show  a  balance  to  be  in  favor  of  the  prin* 
cipal  defendant.  If  the  agent  discloses  that  it  arose  from  mistake 
or  fraud  in  the  amount  of  credit  reported,  and  no  facts  are  disclosed 
showing  that  there  was  no  such  error,  the  corporation  is  not  charge- 
able as  trustee :  Bigelow  v.  York  ^  Cumberland  Rd.  Co.^  37  Me. 
320. 

Defencen. — Any  defence  may  be  made  to  an  action  of  garnish- 
ment which  can  be  successfully  urged  to  an  action  brought  by  the 
principal  debtor  against  the  garnishee  to  recover  the  debt,  property 
or  other  demand  sought  to  be  garnisheed.  So  a  tender  of  the  pro- 
perty demanded  may  be  made,  and  it  will  cut  off  any  claim  for 
costs.  Where  a  railroad  company  is  charged  as  trustee  by  an  em- 
ployee, whose  claim  is  payable  in  stock,  a  tender  of  certificate  of  a 
sufficient  number  of  shares,  duly  signed  and  filled  out,  except  as  to 
the  name  of  the  holder,  is  sufficient,  although  such  certificates  be  not 
separated  from  the  treasurer's  book :  HarrU  v.  Somerset  ^  Ken- 
nebec Rd.  Co,^  47  Me.  298.  And  a  set-off  or  lien  of  the  garnishee 
upon  the  property  or  debt  due  from  him  may  be  made  in  defence  to 
the  garnishment.  Thus  where  A.,  having  obtained  possession  of 
chattels  under  a  judgment  against  B.,  used  them  until  the  judgment 
was  reversed  and  the  property  awarded  B.,  the  claim  of  B.  for  such 
use  would  be  a  good  set  off  against  any  liability  on  his  part  to  A. 
which  might  subject  him  to  garnishment :  Keyes  v.  Mil.  ^  St.  Paul 
Rd.  Co.f  25  Wis.  691.  Where  property  of  the  principal  defendant 
was  taken  under  a  bona  fide  claim  of  ownership,  and  so  used  in 
processes  of  manufacture  or  otherwise,  as  to  lose  its  identity,  the 
garnishee's  only  liability  therefor  is  in  damages  for  the  conversion. 
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Such  damages  are  not  the  subject  of  garnishment:  Keyes  v.  MU,  f 
St.  Paul  Ed.  Co.,  25  Wis.  691.  After  garnishment,  however,  the 
garnishee  has  no  right  to  pay  the  debt  or  deliver  the  property  gar- 
nishced  to  the  principal  debtor.  If  he  does  so  it  is  a  contempt 
of  court,  for  which  he  may  be  punished  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
and  such  payment  or  delivery  would  subject  the  garnishee  to  an  ac- 
tion for  damages.  "Where  the  officer's  return  on  a  writ  of  garnish- 
ment shows  that  it  was  served  on  the  garnishee  at  a  stated  hour,  a 
payment  made  by  the  garnishee  to  the  principal  debtor  on  the  same 
day  would  be  regarded  as  subsequent  to  the  service  of  the  writ,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary :  Ifarris  v.  Somerset  ^  Ken- 
nebec Rd,  Co.,  47  Me.  298.  B.  was  authorized  to  canvass  for  and 
receive  subscriptions  for  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad  company,  then 
unorganized,  his  compensation  to  be  one  dollar  per  share  on  all  sub- 
scriptions obtained  by  him,  to  be  paid  in  the  manner  prescribed  in 
the  resolution  conferring  said  authority,  and  the  further  sum  of 
three  per  cent,  upon  the  whole  amount  of  subscriptions  which  he 
may  be  instrumental  in  obtaining,  to  be  paid  as  the  subscriptions  to 
the  capital  stock  shall  be  paid  in.**  Under  the  authority  thus  given, 
B.  procured  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  the  company.  Sub- 
sequently a  very  large  amount  of  stock  so  procured  to  be  subscribed 
by  B.  was  forfeited  under  the  charter  for  non-payment  of  instal- 
ments due  thereon,  and  the  forfeitures  were  not  remitted  by  the 
company,  nor  did  they  sell,  or  attempt  to  sell,  any  part  of  the  stock 
so  forfeited,  nor  did  they  institute  actions  for  the  recovery  of  any 
of  the  subscriptions  for  said  shares.  Upon  an  attachment  issued 
on  a  judgment  recovered  against  B.,  and  laid  in  the  hands  of  the 
railroad  company,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  B.*s  supposed  claim 
against  the  company  for  commissions  upon  the  amount  of  the  sub- 
scriptions unpaid  on  the  forfeited  share,  it  was  held,  1st.  That  there 
were  no  rights  or  credits  in  the  hands  of  the  company  belonging  to 
B.,  in  respect  to  said  forfeited  shares.  2d.  That  until  the  money 
subscribed  or  its  equivalent  was  realized  by  the  company,  either 
by  the  voluntary  payment  of  the  subscriber  or  his  assignee,  or 
by  the  modes  of  coercion  designated  by  the  charter,  no  commis- 
sion could  be  claimed  as  due  and  payable  thereon  under  the  contract 
8d.  That  whatever  may  have  been  the  cause  of  the  delay  on  the 
part  of  the  company  in  attempting  to  make  the  subscriptions  avail- 
able, as  the  agent  procuring  the  subscriptions  is  interested  in  the 
money  to  be  realized  therefrom,  it  may  be  that  he  has  ample  rem- 
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edy  by  which  to  compel  the  company  either  to  sell  the  stock  or  to 
remit  the  forfeitures  and  institute  actions  to  recover  the  balance  due 
on  the  subscriptions.  4th.  But  until  that  be  done  and  the  money 
actually  realized  there  is  no  such  certain  or  ascertainable  amount 
due  for  commissions  under  the  contract  as  to  be  liable  to  attachment: 
Maryland  Agricultural  College^  U9e  of  J.  E,  Skinner^  v.  Bait.  ^ 
Potomac  Rd.  Co.j  Garnishee  of  Robert  Bowie^  43  Md.  434.  And 
where  the  garnishee  is  sued  by  the  principal  debtor  to  recover  the 
debt  or  property,  he  may  set  up  the  garnishment  in  defence  of  the 
action.  Thus  in  an  action  to  recover  money  due  on  a  contract,  it 
is  a  sufficient  defence  to  show  that  the  money  sought  to  be  recovered 
has  been  attached  by  garnishment  duly  issued  by  a  court  of  a  sister 
state,  in  an  action  there  prosecuted  against  the  plaintiff  by  his  cred- 
itors, although  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  and  such  creditors  are 
all  residents  of  the  state  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues :  B.  ^  0.  Rd. 
Co.  V.  Mai/,  25  Ohio  St.  347. 

Priorities. — Gases  may  arise  presenting  questions  of  precedence, 
where  there  are  several  creditors  seeking  to  collect  their  claims  by 
garnishment  and  otherwise.  No  process  of  garnishment  can  affect 
previously  acquired  liens  or  vested  rights.  Thus,  where  the  pro- 
perty garnished  is  in  the  hands  of  a  person  who  has  a  lien  upon 
it  for  services  rendered  in  relation  to  it,  as,  for  example,  for  carry- 
ing it,  the  garnishee  may  insist  upon  his  claim  being  first  satisfied 
before  the  property  is  applied  to  the  use  of  the  garnishor.  So 
where  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee  is  subject  to  mort- 
gages held  by  third  persons,  the  property  must  be  applied  to  their 
payment  before  it  can  be  used  to  satisfy  the  garnishment.  A  gar- 
nishing creditor  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  from  the  hands  of 
another  creditor  assets  which  have  been  transferred  by  their  debtor 
for  that  creditor's  indemnity ;  and  the  court  will  determine  the  amount 
of  indebtedness  existing  at  the  time  of  the  decree,  and  will  not  con- 
fine itself  to  indebtedness  existing  at  the  time  the  answer  was  made : 
Nolen  V.  Crook,  5  Humph.  312.  The  receiver  of  a  railway  com- 
pany holds  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  for  the  protection  of  the 
mortgagees ;  and  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  cannot  by  attachment 
or  garnishee  process  secure  a  more  favorable  footing  than  that  held 
by  the  principal  debtor :  New  Port  ^  Cin.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Douglass^ 
12  Bush  673.  Tolls  received  on  a  railroad  after  judgment  ren- 
dered against  the  company  and  after  the  appointment  of  a  seques- 
trator are  not  bound  by  such  judgment  so  as  to  give  it  a  preference 
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of  payment  out  of  them,  conseqaently  such  tolls  are  sabject  of 
garnishment :  Leedom  v.  Plymouth  Ry.  Co.^  5  W.  &  S.  265. 

Evidenee, — As  before  stated  when  a  corporation  is  garnished  it 
may  answer  by  its  proper  corporate  oflScer,  so  the  officers  and 
employees  of  the  corporation  are  competent  witnesses  to  testify  as 
to  an  indebtedness  or  property  sought  to  be  garnished,  bat  such 
corporate  officers  or  agents  must  be  those  whose  business  it  is  to 
attend  to  the  debt,  claim  or  property  in  dispute.  Thus  a  railroad 
company  having  been  summoned  as  a  garnishee,  and  a  jury  having 
been  empanelled  to  try  whether  it  has  made  a  full  disclosure  of 
its  indebtedness  to  the  defendant  in  the  action,  the  statements  of  a 
division  engineer  to  a  third  person  in  relation  to  the  indebtedness 
of  the  company  to  the  defendant  are  not  competent  evidence,  it  not 
appearing  that  such  engineer  was  an  agent  of  the  company  having 
any  authority  on  this  subject,  or  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  state- 
ments he  was  engaged  as  agent  about  the  business  referred  to  so  as 
to  make  his  statements  part  of  the  transaction  and  explanatory  of 
the  nature  thereof:  Bait.  ^  Ohio  Rd.  Co,  Y.Oallahues  Admr,  12 
Gratt.  655.  After  judgment  has  been  rendered  against  the  gar- 
nishee interest  is  chargeable  upon  money  in  his  hands  from  the 
time  of  the  demand  made  upon  him  for  it :  Williams  v.  Androt- 
coggin  Ry.  Co.,  36  Me,  201. 

Adblbbrt  Hamilton. 


RECENT  ENGLISH  DECISIONS. 

Court  of  Appeal. 
BALLARD  r.  TOMLINSON. 
There  is  no  property  in  underground  water  percolating  in  unknown  channels,  Iwt 
every  landowner  has,  as  incident  to  the  ownership  of  the  land,  an  unlimited  rigt^ 
of  appropriating  such  water  in  its  natural  state  by  lawful,  even  if  artificial,  WHA, 
and  can  maintain  an  action  against  any  one  interfering  with  that  right  by  conttim- 
nating  the  water. 

The  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were  the  owners  of  two  wells,  the  water  for  ▼wen 
was  drawn  from  the  same  strata.  The  water  in  the  plaintiff 's  well  rose  by 
pressure,  to  within  twenty-seven  feet  of  the  surface,  whence  he  raised  it  by  pomping* 
The  water  in  the  plaintiff's  well  was  fouled  by  sewage  discharged  by  the  defend"^ 
into  his  well.  Hdd,  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  t 
defendant  from  using  his  well  so  as  to  pollute  the  water  in  the  plaintiff^s  well,  bd 
also  to  damages  for  the  injury  which  ho  had  suffered  by  such  poUution 
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Appeal  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  jadgment  of  Pearson,  J. 

The  action  was  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
so  using  his  well,  as  to  pollute  water  in,  or  coming  into,  the  plain- 
tiff's well,  and  for  damages  for  the  injury  caused  by  such  pollution. 

The  facts  were  as  follows : — 

Since  1849  the  plaintiff,  a  brewer  at  Brentford,  drew  water  from 
a  well  sunk  to  the  depth  of  222  feet  into  the  London  clay,  and 
bricked  round.  From  the  bottom  of  the  well,  a  pipe  was  carried 
through  the  Thanet  sand  into  the  chalk,  to  a  depth  of  300  feet  from 
the  surface.  From  the  sand  and  chalk,  which  were  water-bearing 
strata,  the  water  found  its  way,  by  natural  pressure,  into  the  well 
to  within  twenty-seven  feet  of  the  surface,  whence  the  plaintiff 
raised  it  by  pumping.  About  ninety-nine  yards  from  that  well  the 
defendant  had  a  well  of  similar  construction  and  depth,  and  going 
down  through  the  same  strata,  but  the  surface  of  the  ground  was 
ten  feet  higher  than  at  the  plaintiff's  well.  The  evidence  was  that 
both  wells  were  supplied  from  the  underground  water.  The  defend- 
ant made  a  drain  by  which  sewage  was  discharged  into  his  well, 
whence  it  flowed  into  the  underground  water,  and  thereby  fouled 
the  water  in  the  plaintiff's  well. 

On  these  facts  Pearson,  J.,  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

Cooksony  Q.  C,  Webater,  Q.  C,  and  De  Castro^  for  the  appel- 
lant. 

Sir  F,  Hersehellj  S.  G.,  Warmington^  Q.  C,  and  Vaughan 
ffawkinSy  for  the  respondent. 

Brett,  M.  R. — In  this  case  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a 
well  upon  his  own  property,  and,  at  one  time  he  used  it  merely  as 
a  well,  but  afterwards  he  used  the  shaft  of  the  well  in  a  manner 
inconsistent  with  its  being  a  well,  and  allowed  sewage  to  flow  into 
the  shaft  of  that  which  had  been  a  well.  It  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  shaft  was  artificial,  and,  therefore,  the  defendant  had  collected 
a  quantity  of  sewage  in  an  artificial  reservoir.  The  plaintiff,  at  a 
distance  from  that — the  distance  being  wholly  immaterial — sinks  a 
well  to  a  lower  level  than  the  bottom  of  the  defendant's  artificial 
shaft.  The  sewage  which  was  collected  in  the  artificial  shaft  on  the 
defendant's  land  has,  by  what  the  plaintiff  has  done  on  his  own 
land,  gone  through  or  been  drawn  through,  so  as  to  get  into  the 
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percolating  water,  below  the  defendant's  land.  It  is  said,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  done  nothing  with  regard  to  his  well,  the  sewage  col- 
lected in  the  defendant's  shaft  would  not  have  got  into  the  perco- 
lating water  beneath  his  land  ;  or,  if  it  had,  that  the  water  would 
have  remained  under  his  land ;  and,  further,  that,  if  it  had  got  into 
the  water  below  the  defendant's  well,  it  would  not  have  got  into  the 
plaintiff's  well,  but  for  the  mode  in  which  he  used  the  well.  In 
the  result,  when  the  plaintiff  used  his  own  well  by  means  df  a  pump, 
he  drew  into  it  the  water  which  tlien  came  from  the  percolated 
water  beneath  his  own  well,  and  came  there  adulterated  by  the  sew- 
age, which  had  been  in  the  artificial  shaft  on  the  defendant's  land. 
It  was  clear  that  the  water  drawn  up  by  the  plaintiff  into  his  well, 
was  substantially  adulterated  and  fouled.  Then  arises  the  question 
whether,  in  such  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  can  maintain  an  ac- 
tion. The  question  is  certainly  in  respect  of  water  percolating  in 
an  unknown  channel  under  the  surface  of  the  ground,  and,  to  my 
mind,  the  depth  makes  no  difference.  It  is  clear  law  that  no  one 
has  any  property  in  percolating  water  below  the  surface  of  the 
earth,  even  whilst  it  is  under  his  land.  But  it  is  equally  clear  that 
everyone  has  a  right  to  appropriate  that  percolating  water,  at  all 
events  whilst  it  is  under  his  land.  No  one  has  any  property  in 
it — no  one  has  any  right  to  have  it  come  on  to  his  land,  but  every- 
one has  an  unlimited  right  to  appropriate  it  whilst  it  is  under  bis 
land,  and  may  take  it  all,  so  as  to  prevent  it  going  on  to  the  land 
of  others.  His  neighbor  also  below  him  has  an  equal  right,  before 
the  person  above  has  taken  and  appropriated  it,  to  take  it  all.  He 
has  a  right  to  take  it  to  the  extent  that  he  may  cause  the  water  of 
the  land  above  to  come  upon  his  land  and  to  take  it  so  as  abso- 
lutely to  dry  the  land  above.  Therefore  no  one  has  any  property 
in  percolating  water,  but  everyone  has  a  right  to  appropriate  the 
whole  of  it. 

Then  arises  the  question  as  to  whether,  in  respect  of  such  water, 
any  of  those  persons  has  any  rights  whatever  as  against  the  others. 
I  take  it  that  this  percolating  water  is  a  common  reservoir  or  source 
in  which  no  one  has  any  property,  but  from  which  anyone  has  a 
right  to  appropriate  any  quantity.  Then  the  question  is  whether  any- 
one who  has  that  unlimited  right  of  appropriation,  but  has  no  greater 
rights  than  any  of  the  others  who  have  it,  has  a  right  to  contam- 
inate the  common  reservoir,  or  whether  he  is  bound  not  to  do  any- 
thing which  shall  prevent,  not  only  his  immediate  neighbors,  but 
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any  one  of  those  who  have  that  unlimited  right,  from  obtaining  its 
true  value.  It  is  said  that  the  defendant  in  polluting  this  common 
source,  did  not  pollute  that  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  any  property. 
That  is  true.  If  all  the  plaintiff  can  show  is  that  the  common 
source  was  contaminated,  he  cannot  before  he  has  appropriated  any 
part  of  it,  maintain  any  action  in  respect  of  the  contamination.  I 
do  not  think  that  a  man  can,  by  experimenting  off  or  on  his  own 
land,  and  finding  that  the  water  was  contaminated  before  it  came  on 
to  his  land,  maintain  an  action,  for  the  water  did  not  belong  to  him, 
and  he  had  not  appropriated  it.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  he  can- 
not maintain  an  action  when  he  has  appropriated  it,  and  finds  that 
the  water  which  he  had  a  right  to  appropriate,  has  been  contam- 
inated by  that  which  another  person  has  done  to  the  common  source ; 
that  is,  although  no  one  has  any  property  in  that  source,  yet  inas- 
much as  everyone  has  a  right  to  appropriate  it,  he  has  a  right  to 
appropriate  it  in  the  natural  state,  and  no  one  has  a  right  to  con- 
taminate the  common  source  so  as  to  prevent  his  neighbor  having 
his  right  of  appropriation. 

The  next  point  was  that,  assuming  that  to  be  true,  yet,  if  the 
person  who  has  that  right  of  appropriation  can  only  exercise  it,  or 
has  done  so  by  artificial  means,  to  such  an  extent  that  if  he  had 
not  used  those  means,  the  water  he  took  would  not  have  been  con- 
taminated, then  the  percolated  water  which  he  got,  must  be  said  to 
have  been  polluted  by  his  act,  and,  therefore,  he  could  not  maintain 
an  action.  I  cannot  think  that  that  is  a  true  proposition.  The 
question  of  natural,  as  distinguished  from  unnatural  user  never 
applies  to  a  plaintiff.  A  man  has  a  right  to  exercise  that  natural 
user  with  all  the  skill  of  which  he  is  capable.  That  question  is 
applicable  to  a  defendant.  Therefore,  it  seems  to  me,  that  as  long 
as  a  plaintiff  does  not  use  any  means  which,  as  regards  his  neighbor, 
are  unlawful,  but  only  uses  lawful  means,  however  artificial  or  exten- 
sive those  means  may  be,  he  has  a  right  to  use  them,  and  the  right 
to  appropriate  the  common  source  is  not  diminished  by  reason  of 
his  using  those  means.  Therefore,  however  he  may  appropriate 
the  water  from  the  common  source,  he  has  a  right  to  have  that 
source  uncontaminated  by  any  act  of  any  other  person.  The  ques- 
tion of  natural  or  unnatural  user  only  goes  to  this,  that,  although  a 
defendant  does  contaminate  water  or  anything  else  which  goes  on  to 
his  neighbor*s  land,  yet,  if  that  act  is  only  the  natural  user  of  the 
land,  then,  although  by  that  act  he  does  injure  his  neighbor,  he  is 
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not  liable,  becaase  otherwise  he  cannot  use  his  land  at  all.  I  must 
say,  farther,  with  regard  to  this  common  source  in  respect  of  which 
a  right  of  appropriation  belongs  to  every  one,  the  question  does  not 
depend  upon  persons  being  contiguous  neighbors,  but  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  in  fact  the  defendant  has  contaminated  the  common 
source,  it  signifies  not  how  far  the  plaintiff  is  from  him,  if  it  is 
proved  that  he  has  been  injured  by  what  the  defendant  has  done. 
Therefore,  upon  this  question  which  is  not  governed  by  authority, 
I  cannot  agree  with  the  decision  of  the  judge.  The  nearest  case 
to  the  present  is  Womerdey  v.  Church,  17  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  190,  which, 
I  think,  does  show  that  the  first  proposition  of  the  defendant's 
counsel  was  wrong.  But  I  do  not  think  that  it  governs  the  second 
point,  which  is  glanced  at  in  Whaley  v.  Laivg,  2  H.  &  N.  476,  to 
show  that  the  effect  of  the  plaintiff  using  artificial  means  does  not 
prevent  him  exercising  his  right ;  but  I  confess  that  the  second 
point  requires  less  authority,  and  is  less  difiicult  than  the  other. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  we  must  disagree  with  the  judgment  of 
Pearson,  J.,  upon  the  ground  that  no  one  has  any  property  in 
percolating  water,  which,  as  it  comes  from  a  common  source,  every- 
one has  a  right  to  appropriate,  but  no  one  has  a  right  to  injure. 

Cotton  and  Lindley,  L. JJ.,  delivered  concurring  opinions. 


The  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Pearson 
in  the  court  below  was  founded  upon  the 
proposition  that,**  as  the  defendants  were 
clearly  entitled  to  pump  every  drop  of 
water  out  of  their  well  and  leave  the 
plaintiff  with  none,  it  would  be  no  differ- 
ence in  principle  if  they  deprived  him  of 
the  water  by  rendering  it  unfit  for  use 
and  similar  views  seem  to  have  been  en- 
tertained in  Upjohn  v.  Richland  Township^ 
46  Mich.  549  ;  Greencastle  v.  Hazelett^ 
23  Ind.  186  ;  Broum  v.  ///ttw,  27  Conn. 
S4. 

The  fallacy  of  this  reasoninf^  is  abund- 
antly shown  by  the  judgments  in  the  case 
on  appeal.  It  does  not  follow  that  because 
I  have  a  right  to  use  a  thing  on  my  own 
land,  I  may  lawfully  send  it  into  my 
neighbor's  premises  in  a  condition  to 
work  an  injury  to  him. 

And  the  case  of  polluting  the  water  and 
allowing  it  to  flow  in  its  impure  state 


from  the  defendant's  well  itself  into  tlie 
plaintiffs  well,  is  not  unlike  the  case  of 
drawing  out  the  water  by  the  defendsots, 
using  it  for  some  purpose  which  contam- 
inated it,  and  then  discharging  it  od  the 
surface,  or  elsewhere,  where  it  flowed 
on  to  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  caused 
damage.  The  American  cases,  therefore, 
while  recognising  to  its  fullest  extent  the 
right  of  every  landowner  to  use,  detain, 
and  even  totally  abstract  all  underground 
percolating  water,  as  held  in  Cluue 
Silverstone,  62  Me.  175  ;  Roath  v.  Dru- 
coll,  20  Conn.  533  ;  Wheatle^  Bau^f 
25  Penn.  St.  528  ;  Fraxier  v.  Brcm,  1« 
Ohio  St.  294 ;  and  many  other  case*, 
yet  quite  agree  with  the  decision  in  Bal- 
lard V.  Tomlinson,  tliat  he  is  liable  for 
corrupting  it,  and  thus  causing  ii'J"^  ^ 
the  well  of  an  adjoining  owner. 

Thus  in  BaU  v.  Nye,  99  Mass.  584, 
Foster,  J.,  says,  "  To  suflfcr  filthy 
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wftter  from  a  vault  to  perooUte  or  filter 
through  the  soil  into  the  land  of  a  con- 
tignons  proprietor,  to  the  injury  of  his 
well  or  cellar,  where  it  is  done  habitually 
and  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
who  maintains  the  vault,  whether  it 
passes  above  ground  or  below,  is  itself 
an  actionable  tort."  See  also  Wahle  v. 
Reinbach,  76  III.  323 ;  Tate  v.  Parrish^ 
7  T.  B.  Mon.  325  ;  Clark  v.  Lawrence^ 
6  Jones  £q.  83. 

It  is  on  this  ground  that  recovery  is 
often  had  against  gas  companies  for  so 
affecting  underground  water  as  to  injure 
the  adjoining  wells.  8ee  Ottawa  Gai 
Light  Co.  V.  Graham^  28  111.  73 ;  s.  o. 
35  Id.  346  ;  Pottstoum  Gas  Co.  v.  Mur- 
phy, 39  Penn.  St.  257  ;  Columbus  Gas 
Light  Co.  v.  FVeeland,  12  Ohio  St.  392. 

The  ground  of  liability  in  all  such 
cases  is  obvious  and  simple,  and  if  the 
principle  be  kept  steadily  in  mind  it  will 
lead  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  in  them 
all.  That  principle  is,  that  every  man 
is  bound  to  keep  all  his  dangerous  things 
and  substance  on  his  own  premises  at  his 
peril ;  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  and  they 
escape  and  injure  others,  he  is  liable. 
Therefore  it  is,  if  his  animals  stray  away 
and  injnre  his  neighbor's  crops  he  is  re- 
sponsible. At  common  law  he  must  keep 
them  at  home :  Rust  v.  LoWf  6  Mass. 
94;  Thayer  v.  Arnold,  4  Met.  589; 
Tewk^ry  v.  Ducklin,  7  N.  H.  518  ; 
Little  Lathrop,  5  Greenl.  356  :  Kee- 
nan  v.  Cavtmaugh,  44  Vt.  268. 

If  his  falling  wall  crush  his  neighbor's 
shrubbery  or  fruit  trees,  the  latter,  as  the 
more  innocent  of  the  two  persons,  has 
an  undoubted  claim  to  compensation : 
Gorham  v.  Gross,  125  Mass.  232,  in 
which  a  very  excellent  opinion  was  given 
by  Grat,  C.  J. 

If  the  rooU  from  his  fruit  or  shade 
trees  penetrate  the  neighbor's  soil  and 
undermine  his  walls,  or  affect  his  well, 
the  liability  is  clear:  Buckingham  v. 
Elliott,  Sup.  Ct.  Miss.,  Feb.  9th  1885, 
20  Cent.  L.  J.  496. 

If  the  owner  of  a  deadly  upas  tree, 


or  a  yew,  allows  its  limbs  to  extend  over 
his  division  line,  and  the  neighbor's  cat- 
tle, browsing  thereon,  are  poisoned,  the 
owner  of  the  tree  must  make  the  damage 
good :  Crowhurst  v.  Amersham  Burial 
Board,  4  Ex.  Div.  5.  And  see  Lambert 
V.  Bessey,  T.  Baym.  421. 

It  is  on  the  same  ground  that  farmers 
are  often  lioble  for  allowing  fires  to  es- 
cape from  their  premises  and  consume 
their  neighbor's  fences  or  buildings: 
Barnard  r.  Poor,  21  Pick.  378;  Higgins 
V.  Dewey,  107  Mass.  494. 

So  of  snow  falling  from  one's  roof: 
Shipley  v.  Fijty  Associates,  106  Mass. 
194. 

If  noxious  gases,  fumes  or  odors  es- 
cape from  A.'s  works  and  pass  through 
the  air  to  the  injury  of  his  neighbor's 
health,  comfort  or  property,  the  latter's 
remedy  is  perfect :  St,  Helenas  Smelting 
Co.  V.  Tipping,  11  H.  of  L.  Cas.  642  ; 
8.  c.  4  B.  &  S.  608  ;  Fay  v.  Whitman, 
100  Mass.  76;  Cooper  v.  Randall,  53 
111.  24 ;  alter  v.  Selfe,  4  DeG.  &  Sm. 
315. 

If  one  artificially  accumulates  a  large 
body  of  water  on  his  own  land  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  through  this  artificial 
pressure  some  of  it  escapes  on  to  his 
neighbor's  premises,  and  injures  his  well 
or  floods  his  cellar,  the  party  causing  the 
injury  is  undoubtedly  liable,  whether  it 
escapes  by  percolation,  as  in  Wilson  v. 
New  Bedford,  108  Mass.  261 ;  Pixleyy. 
Clark,  35  N.  Y.  520 ;  Snow  v.  [Vhite- 
head,  24  Am.  L.  Reg.  230  and  note  ;  or 
by  overflowing  the  surface,  as  in  Cahill 
V.  Eastman,  18  Minn.  324;  Gray  v. 
Harris,  107  Mass.  492  ;  or  by  under- 
ground currents,  as  in  Fletcher  v.  Ry 
lands,  L.  R.,  1  Ex.  265  ;  s.  c.  3  H.  L. 
Cas.  330. 

If  by  the  use  of  powerful  or  dangerous 
chemicals,  or  other  substances,  A.  cor- 
rupts and  poisons  a  surface  watercourse 
he  is  responsible  to  the  party  below  who 
suffers  thereby  :  Merrifield  v.  Lombard^ 
13  Allen  16  ;  Richmond  Mfg.  Co.  v.  At- 
lantic De  Lain  Co.,  10  R.  I.  106  ;  Stock- 
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port  Waterworks  Co.  r.  Potter,  7  H.  A 
N.  160;  Pennington  y.  Brinsop  Hall 
Coal  Co.,  L.  R.,  5  Ch.  Div.  769. 

The  reason  in  one  and  all  is  the  same, 
he  must  not  allow  such  things  to  escape 
from  his  own  control  and  premises  to 
another's  detriment.  Whether  positive 
negligence  must  be  proved  in  any  or  all 
the  above  illustrations  is  immaterial  upon 
the  precise  point  we  are  now  considering. 

The  true  cause  of  action  therefore  in 
Ballard  v.  Tomlinson,  is  not  exactly  that 
the  defendants  contaminated  underground 
percolating  water,  but  that  he  allowed 


his  impure  sewage  to  escape  from  bis 
premises  to  the  plaintifTs,  and  the  dr- 
cumstanco  that  it  reached  there  by  under- 
ground percolation  instead  of  by  a  sur- 
face stream  is  quite  immaterial.  The 
mode  of  transmission  is  unimportast. 
In  this  view  of  the  case  the  dedsioo  in 
Ballard  v.  Tomlinson  is  clearly  right, 
and  quite  in  harmony  widi  well-esub- 
lished  principles  on  both  sides  of  the 
Atlantic. 

Edmukd  H.Bekkett. 

Boston. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  of  Texas. 
THE  "  EXPRESS'*  PRINTING  CO.  v.  JOHN  H.  COPELAND. 

When  one  becomes  a  candidate  for  public  office,  conferred  by  popular  election,  he 
18  considered  as  putting  his  character  in  issue,  so  far  as  respects  his  qualifications  for 
the  office.  Whatever  pertains  to  the  qualifications  of  the  candidate  for  the  office 
sought  is  a  legitimate  subject  for  discussion  and  comment,  but  statements  and  com- 
ments made  must  bo  confined  to  the  truth,  or  what,  in  good  faith  and  npon  probable 
cause,  is  believed  to  be  true,  and  the  matter  must  relate  to  the  suitableness  or  unfit- 
ness of  tlie  candidate  for  the  office. 

If  the  matter  published  be  true,  and  is  justified  by  the  occasion,  the  candidate 
cannot  recover  against  the  publisher.  If  the  matter  be  not  justified  by  the  occasion, 
then,  whether  true  or  false,  the  publisher  is  not  relieved  from  liability,  becansetbe 
party  was  a  candidate  for  public  office  ;  though  the  matter  may  be  justified  by  the 
occasion.  If  it  be  false,  a  right  of  action  accrues  against  the  publisher,  to  defeat 
which  the  burden  would  he  on  him  to  show  that  publication  was  made  in  good  faith, 
in  the  honest  belief  of  its  truthfulness,  and  that  therfe  were  just  and  reasonable 
grounds  for  entertaining  that  belief. 

In  suits  for  libel,  when  defendant  has  asserted  several  inconsistent  pleas  in  his 
answer,  inter  alia,  one  justifying  by  asserting  the  truth  of  the  alleged  libelloos  mat- 
ter, the  failure  to  establish  such  pica  is  not  to  be  taken  as  tending  to  establish  malice, 
and  to  aggravate  the  injury  done  defendant. 

Appeal  from  Bexar  County. 

This  suit  was  brought  by  appellee  against  appellant,  alleging t^^** 
on  January  7th  1883,  appellee  was  a  candidate  for  mayor  of  the 
city  of  San  Antonio,  the  election  for  which  was  had  January  8th 
1883 ;  that  appellant  published  in  its  newspaper,  the  "  San  Antonio 
Express,"  a  false,  wicked  and  malicious  libel,  with  the  intent,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  injuring  him,  to  wit : 
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As  Mr.  Copeland  is  a  candidate  for  XDayor,  and  as  that  officer 
has  the  general  management  of  oar  finances,  it  is  a  legitimate  ques- 
tion for  the  people  to  ask  how  he  has  managed  affairs  of  others 
heretofore  placed  in  his  hands.  We  know  very  little  of  such  trans- 
actions, though  the  records  show  one  case  that  may  give  some  val- 
uable hints  to  the  voters.  We  will  state  the  facts,  allowing  the 
reader  to  make  his  own  comments  :  In  1881  T.  P.  Aplin  died,  and 
Mr.  Copeland  was  appointed  administrator  of  his  little  estate,  the 
total  valuation  of  which  was  92579.90.  The  administration  was 
closed  November  23d,  and  the  report  shows  a  total  expense  of 
administering  on  the  estate  of  92579.90  to  have  been  $882.28,  and 
the  administrator  was  allowed  to  retain  the  balance  of  the  estate 
$1777.62,  subject  to  the  order  and  instruction  of  the  heirs.  What 
Bach  retention  cost  the  heirs  we  do  not  know,  but  from  the  charges 
for  administration  it  was  doubtless  a  pretty  heavy  one.  The  heirs, 
no  doubt,  were  afraid  to  give  any  instructions  through  fear  that  the 
balance^f  the  estate  would  not  pay  the  fees  accruing  for  the  money 
left  in  the  administrator's  hands," 

Appellant  answered  by  general  and  special  exceptions  and  gen- 
eral denial,  and  specially  denied  the  meaning  attributed  to  the  state- 
ment of  appellee,  and  also  that  appellant  published  the  statement 
believing  it  to  be  true ;  that  the  facts  were  furnished  by  others, 
who  assured  the  appellant  of  their  truth,  and  that  the  same  was  pub- 
lished in  good  faith,  without  any  malice  or  ill-will  against  appellee, 
and  under  the  honest  belief  that  it  was  matter  that  was  proper  to 
be  made  known  in  view  of  appellee's  candidacy  for  the  office  of 
mayor. 

A  trial  had  December  24th  1883,  resulted  in  a  verdict  and  judg- 
ment for  $2500,  from  which  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

Simpson  ^  James  and  Shook  ^  DiUmar,  for  appellant. 

«/.  S.  MeLearyy  for  appellee. 

Watts,  J. — Elsewhere  the  rule  seems  well  established  that  in  this 
class  of  cases,  where  the  defendant  justifies  by  alleging  the  truth 
of  the  libellous  matter,  and  fails  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  plea, 
this  may  be  considered  as  a  circumstance  tending  to  show  malice. 
But  our  statute  gives  the  defendant  the  right  to  plead  in  his  answer, 
as  many  several  matters,  whether  of  law  or  fact,  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  to  his  defence,  and  wnich  are  pertinent  to  his  cause,  pro- 
VoL.  XXXIII.— 81 
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Tided  that  he  shall  file  them  all  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  due 
order  of  pleading. 

In  Fowler  v.  Davenport^  21  Texas  633,  in  construing  that  pro- 
vision of  the  statute,  Justice  Roberts  remarks  that  the  general 
and  absolute  right  here  given  to  plead  several  matters  is  unlimited, 
if  they  are  pertinent  to  the  cause,  filed  all  at  the  same  time,  and  in 
the  due  order  of  pleading.  There  is  no  qualification  or  abridg- 
ment of  this  right  in  matters  that  are  inconsistent.  Such  a  qualifi- 
cation would  destroy  the  right."  The  conclusion  reached  in  that 
case  was  that  one  plea  could  not  be  used  as  evidence,  or  as  an  admis- 
sion for  the  purpose  of  destroying  another  inconsistent  plea  con- 
tained in  the  same  answer. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  in  this  character  of  suits  where  the 
defendant  has  asserted  several  inconsistent  pleas  in  the  same  answer, 
and  among  them  one  justifying,  by  asserting  the  truth  of  the  supposed 
libellous  matter,  to  permit  that  plea  to  be  taken  as  a  circumstance 
tending  to  establish  malice,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  vaa  not 
sustained  by  the  evidence,  when  probable  cause  of  the  non-existence 
of  malice  has  been  asserted  in  the  answer,  and  is  pertinent  to  the 
cause,  would,  in  the  language  of  Justice  Roberts, "  destroy  the  right." 

Here  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  appellant  had  pleaded  the 
truth  of  the  publication  in  justification,  and  if  the  truth  of  the 
publication  had  not  been  established  by  the  evidence,  then  to  con- 
sider the  fact  of  its  having  been  pleaded  as  a  circumstance  tending 
to  show  malice,  and  to  aggravate  the  injury  done  to  plaintiff.  There 
exist  two  fatal  objections  to  this  instruction.  First,  there  is  no 
plea  contained  in  the  answer  asserting  the  truth  of  the  puhlication, 
as  a  defence :  Townshend  on  Slander  and  Libel,  sect.  357. 

In  the  second  place  appellant  had  asserted  by  plea,  that  the  pub- 
lication was  privileged,  and  made  upon  probable  cause  in  good 
faith  and  without  malice,  so  that  in  either  view  the  charge  is  erro- 
neous. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  privilege  asserted  by  the  answer, 
there  is  considerable  confusion  found  in  the  adjudicated  cases. 
Judge  CooLBY,  in  his  work  on  Torts,  p.  217,  says,  "  The  freedom 
of  the  press  was  undoubtedly  intended  to  be  secured  on  public 
grounds,  and  the  general  purpose  may  be  said  to  be  to  preclude 
tiiose  in  authority  from  making  use  of  the  machinery  of  the  law 
to  prevent  full  discussion  of  political  and  other  matters  in  which 
the  public  is  concerned.    With  this  end  in  view,  not  only  must 
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freedom  of  discussion  be  pennitted,  but  there  must  be  exemption 
afterwards  from  liability  for  any  publication  made  in  good  faith,  and 
in  the  belief  of  its  truth,  the  making  of  which,  if  true,  would  be 
justified  by  the  occasion.  There  should  consequently  be  freedom 
in  discussing  in  good  faith,  the  character,  the  habits,  and  mental  and 
moral  qualifications  of  any  person  presenting  himself,  or  presented 
by  his  friends,  as  a  candidate  for  public  office,  either  to  the  electors, 
or  to  a  board  of  officers  having  power  of  appointment." 

It  may  be  asserted  as  a  sound  principle,  and  one  supported  by 
authority,  that  when  a  person  consents  to  become  a  candidate  for 
public  office  conferred  by  a  popular  election,  he  should  be  consid- 
ered as  putting  his  character  in  issue,  so  far  as  respects  his  qualifi- 
cation for  the  office :  Com.  v.  Clap^  4  Mass.  169 ;  Com.  v.  Odelly 
3  Pitts.  (Pa.)  449 ;  ReaHck  v.  Wilcox,  10  West.  Jur.  681 ;  Odgers 
on  Slander  and  Libel,  sect.  236. 

Whatever  pertains  to  the  qualification  of  the  candidate  for  the 
office  sought,  is  a  legitimate  subject  for  discussion  and  comment, 
provided  such  discussion  and  comment  is  not  extended  beyond  the 
prescribed  limit ;  that  is,  all  statements  and  comments  in  this  respect 
must  be  confined  to  the  truth,  or  what  in  good  faith  and  upon  prob- 
able cause  is  believed  to  be  true,  and  the  matter  must  be  pertinent 
to  the  issue ;  t.  e.,  it  must  relate  to  the  suitableness  or  unfitness  of 
the  candidate  for  the  office. 

In  our  form  of  government,  the  supreme  power  is  in  the  people ; 
they  create  offices  and  select  the  officers.  Then,  in  the  exercise  of 
this  high  and  important  power  of  selecting  their  agents  to  admin- 
ister for  them  the  offices  of  government,  are  the  people  to  be  denied 
the  right  of  discussion  and  comment  respecting  the  qualification,  or 
want  of  qualification  of  those  who,  by  consenting  to  become  can- 
didates, challenge  the  support  of  the  people  on  the  ground  of  their 
peculiar  fitness  for  the  office  sought  ?  Usually  it  is  by  such  dis- 
cussion and  comment  concerning  the  qualification  of  opposing  can- 
didates that  the  people  obtain  the  requisite  information  to  enable 
them  intelligently  to  exercise  the  elective  franchise.  Any  abridg- 
ment of  this  right  of  discussion  and  comment,  beyond  the  limitations 
heretofore  stated,  it  seems  to  us  would  be  extremely  unwise. 

And  in  this  respect  the  press  occupies  the  same  position,  and 
should  be  included  in  the  same  category  with  the  people.  Public 
journals  are  supported  by  and  are  published  with  a  view  to  the  dis- 
semination of  useful  knowledge  among  the  people,  and  the  comments 
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and  discussions  of  these  journals  are  entitled  to  the  same  privileges 
and  subject  to  the  same  limitations  respecting  the  qualifications  and 
suitableness  of  candidates  for  office,  as  those  of  the  people. 

Chief  Justice  Willie,  in  Belo  ^  Co.  v.  TTren,  5  Texas  Law 
Review  163,  truly  remarked  that  every  "  facility  should  be  allowed 
for  the  quick  dissemination  of  useful  facts,  and  the  freedom  of  the 
press  should  not  be  restrained  further  than  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  protect  private  character  from  falsehood  and  slander." 

It  is  implied  by  the  rule  announced  by  us  that  the  matter  pub- 
lished must  be  such  as  is  justified  by  the  occasion ;  that  is,  it  most 
be  such  as  would  be  appropriate  for  the  electors  to  consider  in  making 
a  selection  for  the  office.  Ordinarily  that  would  be  a  question  of 
fact,  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  by  appropriate  instructions. 

Then,  if  the  matter  published  is  true,  and  such  as  is  justified  b; 
the  occasion,  there  could  be  no  recovery  by  the  candidate  against  the 
publisher.  If  the  matter  is  not  justified  by  the  occasion,  tben 
the  fact  that  the  person  against  whom  it  was  directed  was  at  the 
time  a  candidate  for  office,  would  not  exempt  the  publisher  from 
liability,  whether  the  matter  published  was  true  or  false.  And 
although  the  matter  published  might  be  justified  by  the  occasion, 
still,  if  it  was  false,  a  right  of  action  would  accrue  against  the 
publisher  to  defeat  which  the  burden  would  be  upon  him  to  show 
that  the  publication  was  made  in  good  faith,  in  the  honest  belief  of 
its  truth,  and  besides  that  there  were  just  and  reasonable  grounds 
for  entertaining  that  belief. 

While  the  rule  here  announced  seems  to  be  just  to  all,  we  are 
aware  of  the  fact  that  it  is  not  in  accord  with  some,  and  perhaps 
a  majority  of  the  adjudicated  cases  in  this  country.  In  New  York 
comments  and  discussions  relating  to  public  officers  and  candidates 
for  official  positions  are  placed  upon  the  same  footing  as  comments 
and  discussions  concerning  the  private  character  of  other  persons. 
The  tendency  in  the  English  courts  is  more  liberal  in  protecting  the 
freedom  of  the  press,  and  the  holding  there  is  in  accord  with  the 
conclusions  announced  in  this  opinion,  and  which  we  believe  to  be 
well  founded  in  reason,  and  not  merely  in  accord  with  the  spirit  of 
constitutional  liberty  and  free  republican  institutions. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed  and 
the  cause  remanded.  Reversed  and  remanded. 

The  aaihorities  upon  the  importaDt  principal  case  arc  not  so  harmoDioos  as 
and  interesting  iiuestion  discussed  in  the    could  be  wished.  In  New  York  the  rale 
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upon  the  subject  is  most  unsatisfactory, 
and  it  is  in  effect  held  by  the  courts  of 
that  state  that  there  is  no  privilege  what- 
ever possessed  by  the  elector  in  canvass- 
ing the  character  and  qualifications  of  a 
candidate  for  his  suffrage  beyond  that 
which  is  possessed  in  any  other  relation. 
In  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Few,  5  Johns.  I ,  the 
chairman  of  a  public  meeting  signed  an 
address  adopted  by  the  meeting,  condemn- 
ing the  conduct  of  the  governor,  Morgan 
Lewis,  then  a  candidate  for  re-election, 
which  among  other  things  charged  him 
with  want  of  fidelity  to  his  party,  pursu- 
ing a  system  of  family  aggrandizement 
in  his  appointments,  signing  the  charter 
of  a  bank,  knowing  that  it  had  been  pro- 
cared  by  fraud,  attempting  to  destroy 
the  freedom  of  the  press  by  vexations 
prosecutions,  &c.  In  an  action  against 
the  chairman  for  the  libel  contained 
therein,  no  attempt  was  made  to  prove 
the  truth  of  the  charges,  and  it  was  held 
by  the  Supreme  Court  that  the  publica- 
tion was  not  privileged.  Mr.  Justice 
Thompson,  in  delivering  his  opinion, 
among  other  things,  used  this  language  : 
''  That  electors  should  have  a  right  to 
assemble  and  freely  and  openly  to  ex- 
amine the  fitness  and  qualifications  of 
candidates  for  public  offices,  and  commu- 
nicate their  opinion  to  others,  is  a  posi- 
tion to  which  I  most  cordially  accede. 
Bat  there  \a  a  wide  difference  between 
this  privilege  and  a  right  irresponsibly  to 
charge  a  candidate  with  direct,  specific 
and  unfounded  crimes.  It  would  in  my 
judgment  be  a  monstrous  doctrine  to 
establish  that  when  a  man  becomes  a  can- 
didate for  an  elective  office,  he  thereby 
gives  to  others  a  right  to  accuse  him  of 
any  imaginable  crimes  with  impunity. 
Candidates  have  rights  as  well  as  electors, 
and  these  rights  and  priyileges  must  be 
so  guarded  and  protected  as  to  harmon- 
ize one  with  another.  If  one  hundred  or 
one  thousand  men,  when  assembled  to- 
gether, undertake  to  charge  a  man  with 
specific  crimes,  I  see  no  reason  why  it 
should  be  less  criminal  than  if  each  one 


should  do  it  individually  at  different 
times  and  places.  All  that  is  required, 
in  the  one  case  or  the  other,  is  not  to 
transcend  the  bounds  of  truth.*' 

A  like  doctrine  was  laid  down  in  the  case 
of  King  v.  Root,  4  Wend.  113  ;  8.  c.  7 
Cow.  613,  which  was  an  action  by  the 
lieutenant-governor,  against  the  defend- 
ant for  charging  him  with  being  intoxi- 
cated in  the  senate  chamber  as  he  was 
about  to  take  his  seat  as  presiding  officer. 
The  defendant  upon  the  trial  brought  a 
number  of  witnesses  who  testified  to  the 
truth  of  the  charge,  which  also  appeared 
to  have  been  published  in  the  full  belief 
of  its  truth  ;  but  the  jury  found  against 
the  defendant,  and  under  an  instruction 
that  the  only  privilege  the  defendant  had 
was  simply  to  publish  the  truth  and  noth- 
ing more,  found  a  large  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  reader  is  referred  for  a 
full  discussion  of  these  cases  to  Judge 
Cooley's  excellent  work  on  Constitu- 
tional Limitations,  page  *4d5.  See  also 
Curtis  V.  Musseyj  6  Gray  261  ;  Aldrich 
V.  Printing  Co.,  9  Minn.  133  ;  Buntv. 
Bennett,  4  £.  D.  Smith  647  ;  8.  C.  19 
N.  Y.  173.  Note  to  Munster  v.  Lamb, 
23  Am.  L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  19;  State  v. 
Balchj  31  Kas.  465  ;  Briggs  v.  Garrett^ 
41  Leg.  Int.  14. 

Without  attempting  any  extended  criti- 
cism of  these  cases,  it  may  be  remarked 
that  the  rule  laid  down  therein  affords  no 
privilege  whatever  to  the  elector.  The 
sentence  first  quoted  taken  alone  would 
seem  to  concede  some  privilege  to  the 
elector ;  but  taken  in  connection  with 
w  hat  follows,  it  is  deprived  of  all  force. 
**  There  is  nothing  upon  the  record  show- 
ing the  least  foundation  or  pretence  for 
the  charges.  The  accusation,  tlien,  being 
false,  the  prima  facie  presumption  of  law 
is  that  the  publication  was  malicious ;  and 
the  circumstances  of  the  defendant  being 
associated  with  others  does  not  per  se 
rebut  this  presumption." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  this  is  pre- 
cisely the  rule  laid  down  by  the  books  in 
actions  for  slander  and  libel,  in  cases 
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where  there  is  no  question  of  privilege 
involved. 

The  case  of  Rearick  v.  Wilcox,  81  111. 
77,  is  similar  in  principle,  in  that  it  sub- 
stantially negatives  the  privilege  of  pub- 
lication ;  but  it  also  discusses  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  which  was  not  passed 
upon  in  Lewis  v.  Few.  In  Rearick  v. 
WUcox,  the  plaintiff  was  a  candidate  for 
the  office  of  police  magistrate  in  the  city 
of  Quincy,  and  the  publication  com- 
plained of  in  substance  charged  dishon- 
esty and  corruption,  and  that,  if  elected, 
the  candidate  would  improve  **  every  op- 
portunity for  peculation  that  might  by 
possibility  attach  to  the  office."  No 
attempt  was  made  upon  the  trial  to  estab- 
lish the  truth  of  these  charges;  and  it 
was  held  proper  to  prove  the  facts  and 
circumstances  connected  with  the  publi- 
cation to  show  absence  of  malice  in  fact, 
and  that  such  evidence  was  competent 
upon  the  questioaof  exemplary  damages, 
but  not  as  affecting  compensatory  dam- 
ages ;  that  it  was  error  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  they  might  in  mitigation  of 
damages  consider  the  excitement  of  the 
election  leading  to  the  publication,  or 
the  fact  that  the  article  was  published  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  defeating  the  plain- 
tiffs election ;  that  the  fact  that  the 
defendant,  as  the  proprietor  of  a  news- 
paper, was  actuated  by  what  he  believed 
to  be  for  the  public  good,  could  not  be 
taken  into  consideration  in  mitigation  of 
damages.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  Craio,  J.,  said :  **  While  the 
qualificatioh  and  fitness  of  a  candidate 
for  office  might  properly  be  discussed 
with  freedom  by  the  press  of  the  country, 
we  are  aware  of  no  case  that  goes  so  far 
as  to  hold  that  the  private  character  of  a 
person,  who  is  a  candidate  for  office  can 
be  destroyed  by  the  publication  of  a  libel- 
ous article  in  a  newspaper,  notwithstand- 
ing tlie  election  may  be  attended  with 
that  excitement  and  feeling  that  not  un- 
frequently  enters  into  our  elections.'* 

Both  this  case  and  that  of  Lewis  v. 
Iho,  make  the  gratuitous  and  unneces- 


sary assumption  than  any  oUter  nle 
than  that  prevailing  in  cases  where  do 
privilege  is  claimed  would  "give  to 
others  a  right  to  accuse  him  [the  candi- 
date] of  any  imaginable  crimes,  with 
impunity or  that  •*  the  private  cbar- 
acter  of  a  person  who  is  a  candidate  for 
office  can  be  destroyed  by  the  publication 
of  a  libellous  article,'*  &c.,  which  indeed 
would  bo  a  monstrous  doctrine." 
There  would  seem  to  be  no  great  difll- 
culty,  however,  in  formulat  ng  a  rule 
that  will  effectually  protect  the  rights 
both  of  the  public  as  represented  by  the 
electors,  and  the  candidate,  by  simply 
shifting  the  burden  of  proof  and  making 
the  case  one  of  conditional  privilege. 

Another  class  of  cases  makes  a  dis- 
tinction between  comments  on  a  roan's 
public  conduct  or  qualification  for  office, 
and  upon  his  private  character,  the  radi- 
cal defect  of  which  rule  as  is  well  obscrred 
by  Judge  Coolfey  in  his  work  on  Constira- 
tional  Limitations  (p.  '440)  consists  in 
the  assumption  that  the  private  character 
of  a  public  officer  is  something  aside  from, 
and  not  entering  into  or  inflaencing  his 
public  conduct.  See  GathercoU  v.  Midi, 
15 M.  &  W.  331  ;  Commotwcaltky. Mor- 
ris, 1  Va.  Cas.  176  ;  ConmmeM  v. 
Odell,  3  Pitts.  449 ;  Commoiaoealtk  v. 
dap,  4  Mass.  163:  Swemey  "f- Baker, 
13  W.  Va.  158. 

In  the  case  of  Sweeney  r.  Baker,  eitpra, 
the  rule  is  laid  down  as  follows :  "The 
only  limitation  to  the  right  of  criticism 
of  the  acts  or  conduct  of  a  candidate  for 
an  office  in  the  gif\  of  the  people  is  that 
the  criticism  be  bona  Jide.  As  tliis  riglit 
of  criticism  is  confined  to  the  ad$  or 
conduct  of  such  candidate,  whenever  the 
facts  which  constitute  the  act  or  condoct 
criticised,  are  not  admitted,  they  mnst 
of  course  be  proven.  [It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  the  truth  is  always  a  defence 
in  a  civil  action  for  libel.  Where  then 
is  the  privilege  ?]  But  ers  respects  his 
person  there  is  no  such  large  privilege  of 
criticism  though  he  be  a  candidate  for 
such  office-   This  large  privilege  of  crit- 
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Idsm  is  confined  to  bis  acts.  The  pub- 
lication of  defamatorj  langnage  affecting 
his  moral  character  can  never  be  jastified 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  published  as 
a  criticism.  His  talents  and  qualifica- 
tions, mentally  and  phjsicallj,  for  the 
office  he  asks  at  the  hands  of  the  people 
may  be  freely  commented  on  in  publica- 
tions in  a  newspaper,  and  though  such 
comments  be  harsh  and  unjust,  no  malice 
will  be  implied  ;  for  these  are  matters  of 
opinion  of  which  the  voters  are  the  only 
judges ;  but  no  one  has  a  right  by  a 
publication  to  impute  to  such  a  candidate 
falsely  crimes,  or  publish  allegations 
affecting  his  character  falsely." 

It  is  quite  generally  held  that  any  false 
charge  affecting  the  private  character  of 
a  candidate  for,  or  an  incumbent  of,  an 
office  is  actionable.  Thus,  it  has  been 
held  actionable  falsely  to  charge  an  offi- 
cer with  having  taken  a  bribe,  or  with 
corruption  or  want  of  integrity :  Hamil- 
ton  V.  Eno,  81  N.  Y.  116;  Wilson  v. 
Noonan,  85  Wis.  321  ;  Gove  y,  Bletheny 
21  Minn.  80  ;  Russell  v.  Anthony,  21 
Kan.  450  ;  Littlejohn  v.  Greeley,  13  Abb. 
Pr.  41  ;  Doley.  Van  Rensselaer ^  1  Johns. 
Cas.  330. 

So,  falsely  to  charge  an  officer  with 
having  been  intoxicated  while  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duties  :  King  v.  Root, 
supra;  Gottbehuet  Eubacheky  36  Wis. 
515. 

So,  falsely  to  charge  a  sealer  of  weights 
and  measures  with  tampering  with" 
and  "  doctoring"  such  weights  and  meas- 
ures, has  been  held  actionable :  Eviston 
V.  Cramer,  47  Wis.  659. 

So,  falsely  to  charge  a  city  physician 
with  having  caused  the  death  of  a  patient 
by  reckless  treatment :  Foster  v.  Scripps, 
39  Mich.  376. 

In  Mayrant  Richardson,  1  Nott  & 
McC.  348,  it  was  held  that  to  address 
letters  to  the  electors  of  a  district  charg- 
ing a  candidate  for  the  office  of  member 
of  Congress  with  having  an  impaired  un- 
derstandings and  a  mind  weakened  by 
disease  was  presenting  the  subject  to  the 


proper  and  legitimate  tribunal  to  try  the 
question,  and  was  not  actionable.  In 
the  case  of  Spiering  v.  Andrae,  18  Am. 
L.  Reg.  (N.  S.)  186,  however,  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Wisconsin  criticise  this 
case,  and  express  the  opinion  that  **  the 
great  preponderance  of  authority  is  that 
words  charging  an  officer  with  gross  ig- 
norance and  incapacity  are  actionable 
per  se.  In  this  case  it  was  held  action- 
able per  se,  to  say  of  a  justice  of  the  pejice, 
that  he,  the  defendant,  did  not  want  to  sit 

as  a  juror  before  such  a  d  d  fool  of  a 

justice."  It  is  worthy  of  remark  that 
no  attempt  was  made  to  prove  the  truth 
of  the  charge.  This  case  as  well  as  some 
of  the  preceding  ones  can  be  well  dis- 
tinguished from  Mayrant  v.  Richardson, 
in  that  no  question  of  privilege  was 
raised  in  the  case. 

The  case  of  Matt  v.  Dawson,  46  la. 
533^  seems  to  lay  down  a  much  more 
rational  principle  than  any  of  the  forego- 
ing cases  yet  commented  upon,  excepting 
the  principal  case,  and  perhaps  Mayrant 
V.  Richardson,  which  latter  so  far  as  it 
goes,  seems  open  to  no  criticism.  In 
Mott  V.  Dawson,  the  court  quote  with 
approval  Townshend  on  Slander  and 
Libel,  sect.  241,  that  every  one  who 
believes  himself  to  be  possessed  of  knowl- 
edge which,  if  true,  does  or  may  affect 
the  rights  and  intere&ts  of  another,  has 
the  right  in  good  faith  to  communicate 
such  his  belief  to  that  other  ;"  and  ac- 
cordingly held  that  where  one  in  good 
faith  and  without  malice,  makes  a  charge 
affecting  the  character  of  another,  who  is 
a  candidate  for  office,  to  an  elector,  shortly 
before  the  election,  he  is  not  liable  to  an 
action  therefor,  his  statement  being  in  the 
nature  of  a  privileged  communication. 
The  charge  in  this  case  was  of  having 
cheated  upon  the  sale  of  cattle,  and  di- 
rectly affected  the  moral  character  of  the 
candidate. 

The  case  of  Briggs  v.  Garrett,  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  Philadelphia,  41  Leg. 
Int.  14,  though  a  nisi  prius  case,  is  one 
of  great  interest  in  this  connection,  hold- 
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ing  Bultftantiallj  the  doctrine  laid  down 
in  the  preceding  case  of  Alott  t.  Dawaon. 
See  also  State  t.  Balch,  31  Kans.  465, 
which,  though  a  criminal  prosecution, 
may  be  read  with  profit  in  this  connection. 

With  reference  to  the  principal  case, 
we  are  glad  to  be  able  to  say  that  it  has 
our  unqualified  approval.  In  our  opin- 
ion in  adopting  the  quotation  from  page 
217  of  Cooley  on  Torts,  as  the  rule  of 


decision,  carefully  limited  as  it  is  in  the 
subsequent  portions  of  the  opinion,  the 
learned  judge  who  rendered  the  jodgment 
of  the  court  has  placed  his  decision  open 
the  solid  basis  of  prindple,  and  hu 
esublished  a  precedent  that  ought  to 
commend  itself  to  every  court  called  to 
pass  upon  similar  questions  in  the  fntnre. 

Marbixall  D.  Ewell 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  New  York. 
FAIRLEE  r.  BLOOMINGDALE  et  al. 
Under  a  statute  empowering  a  married  woman  to  carry  on  any  trade  or  business 
on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  she  is  not  authorised  to  enter  intobnsinefs  in  partr 
nership  with  her  husband,  and  the  obligations  of  such  a  firm  cannot  be  enforced 
against  her. 

Motion  for  new  trial. 

Hitter  ^  Kromy  for  the  plaintiff. 

Stevens  ^  MayheWy  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Westbrooe,  J. — This  cause  was  tried  at  the  Schoharie  Circuit 
in  October  1883.  The  action  was  on  a  promissory  Dote  dated 
April  Ist  1876,  by  which  the  defendants,  who  were,  at  the  date  of 
execution  of  the  note,  husband  and  wife,  promised  to  pay  "Eliza- 
beth Fairlee  (the  plaintiff),  or  bearer,  two  thousand  dollars,  with 
interest,  for  value  received."  The  note  was  signed  "  P.  Blooming- 
dale,'*  "F.  M.  Bloomingdale,"  and  contained  no  clause  charging 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  who  alone  defended. 

According  to  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  the  consideration  of 
this  note  was  an  old  note,  made  by  the  same  parties,  for  J1300,  and 
$700  cash.  She  further  testified  that  the  wife,  at  the  time  the 
money  was  loaned  and  the  note  in  suit  given,  stated  they  needed 
the  money  for  goods,  that  she  would  see  it  pnid,  that  she  was  as 
much  interested  in  the  business  as  her  husband,  and  that  the  monej 
was  loaned  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  faith  of  such  statement.  She 
further  said  that  the  first  note  was  executed  by  both  defendants,  that 
it  was  also  for  borrowed  money,  and  that  such  first  loan  was  npon 
a  statement  by  the  wife  to  tlie  same  effect  as  to  her  interest  in  th« 
business  with  the  one  made  by  her  when  the  note  in  suit  was  given. 
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The  defendantiiB,  on  the  other  hand,  testified  that  they  had  never 
been  partners,  that  the  first  note  was  aigned  by  the  husband  alone, 
and  that  neither  at  the  giving  of  the  first  or  the  second  note  was 
there  any  statement  by  the  wife  that  she  was  interested  in  business 
with  the  husband. 

The  jury  was  charged  that  if  the  plaintiff  loaned  the  $700  on  the 
representation  of  the  wife,  that  she  was  interested  in  the  business 
with  the  husband,  she  was  entitled  to  recover  the  8700,  with  inter-- 
est;  and  if  the  wife  had  signed  the  first  note,  and  the  loan  which  the 
note  evidenced  had  been  made  upon  the  faith  of  the  wife's  statement 
that  she  was  interested  in  the  business  with  the  husband,  then  the 
plaintiff  was  also  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  first  note 
included  in  the  second ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  amount  of  such  first  note  unless  it  had  been  executed 
by  the  wife,  and  she  had  also,  at  the  time  of  its  delivery  and  exe- 
cution, made  the  statement  attributed  to  her. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
whole  amount  of  the  note,  with  interest.  The  defendant — the 
wife — having  made  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  refused,  moves 
for  a  new  trial  upon  the  minutes,  founded  upon  exceptions  taken 
to  the  refusal  to  grant  the  nonsuit,  and  also  to  the  charge  as  made. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  presents  this  one  question :  Are  the 
contracts  of  husband  and  wife,  professing  to  be  made  by  them  as 
partners  in  business,  enforceable  against  the  wife  ? 

The  obligation  upon  which  the  action  was  brought,  did  not  by  its 
language  expressly  charge  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife.  It  was 
a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  in  the  ordinary  form,  signed  by 
the  husband  and  wife  separately,  by  which  they  or  either  of  them 
promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  or  bearer,  "  two  thousand  dollars  with 
interest,  for  value  received."  To  recover  upon  such  a  note,  there- 
fore, as  it  was  made  long  prior  to  the  enactment  of  ch.  381  of  the 
Laws  of  1884,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that 
it  was  given  in  or  about  a  trade  or  business  carried  on  by  the  wife, 
or  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate :  Manchester 
V.  Sahler,  47  Barb.  155 ;  BogeH  v.  O-ulick,  65  Id.  322  ;  Yale  v. 
Dederer,  22  N.  Y.  450  ;  Second  Nt  Bk.  of  Watkins,  63  Id.  639 ; 
Nash  V.  Mitchell,  71  Id.  199.  That  the  note  was  for  the  benefit 
of  the  wife's  business  was  sought  to  be  established  by  her  declara- 
tion made  at  the  time  of  its  execution  and  delivery,  to  the  effect 
that  she  waa  equally  interested  with  her  husband  in  the  business 
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which  they  were  conducting.  It  was  not  pretended  or  claimed  upon 
the  trial  that  the  business  was  the  sole  business  of  the  wife,  nor  that 
she  had  any  other  connection  therewith  than  as  the  partner  of  her 
husband.  The  case,  therefore,  presents  sharply  the  question  of  the 
legal  possibility  of  the  existence  of  a  mercantile  partnership 
between  husband  and  wife. 

Such  partnership,  or  any  partnership  between  husband  and  wife, 
would  certainly  have  been  impossible  at  common  law.  The  rule 
then  was  "  the  husband  and  wife  are  one  person  in  law  *  *  *  the 
very  being  or  legal  existence  of  the  woman  is  suspended  during  the 
marriage,  or  at  least  is  incorporated  and  consolidated  into  that  of 
the  husband,  under  whose  wing,  protection  and  cover  she  performs 
everything."  1  Bl.  Com.  442.  The  legal  conclusion,  which  the 
same  author  states  as  flowing  from  the  unity  of  the  persons  of  hus- 
band and  wife,  that  the  husband  cannot  covenant  with  the  wife 
because  it  "  would  be  only  to  covenant  with  himself,"  clearly  for- 
bade a  partnership  between  them,  which  could  only  exist  between 
persons  having  a  separate  legal  existence  and  the  one  capable  of 
contracting  with  the  other.  This  rule  of  the  common  law  is  not 
questioned,  but  it  is  claimed  that  it  has  been  abrogated  by  the 
statutes  of  this  state,  or  at  least  so  far  abrogated  as  to  permit  the 
formation  of  a  business  partnership  between  them,  and  consequently 
the  making  of  all  agreements,  contracts  and  covenants  with  each 
other  upon  which  the  existence  of  such  a  relation  depends.  Is  this 
position  sound  ? 

The  discussion  of  this  question  must  begin  with  a  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  our  legislation  has  not  entirely  destroyed  "  the  common- 
law  unity  of  husband  and  wife,  and  made  them  substantially  separ- 
ate persons  for  all  purposes."  Per  Earl,  J.,  in  Berths  v.  Nunaih 
92  N.  Y.  152,  see  p.  159.  The  wife  can  only  make  such  contracts 
as  positive  enactments  allow.  Her  ability  "  to  make  contracts  w 
limited.  Her  general  engagements  are  absolutely  void,  and  she 
can  bind  herself  by  contract  only  as  she  is  expressly  authorized  to 
do  so  by  statute,"  Id.  160.  With  this  recent  and  deliberate  utver- 
ance  of  our  court  of  last  resort  substantially  repeated  in  a  still  later 
case  {Coleman  v.  Burr,  93  N.  Y.  17),  before  us,  we  must,  to 
uphold  a  partnership  between  husband  and  wife,  find  a  statute 
authorizing  it. 

Section  two  of  chapter  ninety  of  the  Laws  of  1860  is  the  pr^ 
vision  relied  upon  to  validate  such  an  agreement.    The  act  is  enti- 
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tied  An  act  concerning  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  hasband  and 
wife,"  and  the  section  referred  to  reads  thus:  "  A  married  woman 
(1)  may  bargain,  sell,  assign  and  transfer  her  separate  personal 
property,  and  (2)  carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and  (3)  perform  any 
labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  and  the  earnings 
of  any  married  woman,  from  her  trade,  business,  labor  or  services, 
shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property ,  and  may  bo  used  or  invested 
by  her  in  her  own  name." 

In  determining  the  eflfect  of  this  section  a  well  recognised  prin- 
ciple of  interpretation  must  also  be  observed — that  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  the  legislature  intended  to  make  any  innovation  upon 
the  common  law,  further  than  the  case  absolutely  required.  The 
law  rather  infers  that  the  act  did  not  intend  to  make  any  alteration 
other  than  what  is  specified,  and  besides  what  has  been  plainly  pro- 
nounced ;  for  if  the  parliament  has  had  that  design,  it  is  naturally 
said,  they  would  have  expressed  it,"  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes 
185. 

The  literal  interpretation  of  the  words  of  the  statute  is  that  the 
wife  is  thereby  authorized  to  carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and 
perform  any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account," 
and  when  the  "trade  or  business"  and  "labor  or  services"  are 
carried  on  or  performed  on  her  "sole  and  separate  account,"  the 
earnings  therefrom  then,  and  only  then,  become  "  her  sole  and 
separate  property." 

Precisely  this  construction  was  given  to  the  act  by  the  court  of 
appeals  of  this  State  in  Coleman  v.  JSurr,  93  N.  Y.  17,  see  pages 
24  and  25,  that  court  saying :  "  The  statutes  referred  to  touch  a 
married  woman  in  her  relation  to  her  husband  only  so  far  as  they 
relate  to  her  separate  property  and  business,  and  the  labor  she  may 
perform  on  her  sole  and  separate  account.  In  other  respects  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  each  to  the  other  remain  as  they  were 
at  common  law." 

In  a  partnership  there  can  be  no  "  separate  property  and  business," 
and  the  "  labor"  performed  by  one  partner  in  connection  therewith 
cannot  possibly  be  on  the  "sole  and  separate  account "  of  the  part- 
ner performing  it.  There  must  in  every  such  case  necessarily  be 
a  joint,  and  not  a  "  separate  property  and  business"  and  services 
on  joint  account,  and  not  on  the  "  sole  and  separate  account"  of 
one  partner. 

As,  then,  the  unity  of  husband  and  wife  at  common  law  forbade 
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a  business  partnership  between  the  two,  as  the  common  law  his 
only  been  abrogated  so  far  as  express  statutes  have  been  clearly 
indicated  an  intent  to  abrogate,  and  as  all  statutes  abrogating  the 
common  law  must  be  strictly  construed,  it  may  well  be  asked,  Hov 
can  a  statute  which  authorizes  a  wife  to  hold  "  separate"  property 
and  conduct  a  separate"  business,  and  which  only  gives  to  her 
the  earnings  for  labor  performed  ''on  her  sole  and  separate"  ac- 
count, be  so  construed  as  to  authorize  her  to  hold  property  jointly 
with  her  husband,  carry  on  with  him  a  joint  business,  and  give  to 
her  earnings  of  labor  which  was  performed  on  the  joint  account  of 
both  ?  The  question  carries  with  it  its  own  answer.  Very  clearly 
the  legislature  of  this  state  has  not  authorized  and  docs  not  con- 
template a  business  partnership  between  the  two.  To  repeat  the 
exact  language  of  Judge  Earl,  in  Coleman  v.  Burr,  93  N.  Y.  17, 
25,  before  quoted:  "  The  statutes  referred  to  touch  a  married  woman 
in  her  relation  to  her  husband  only  so  far  as  they  relate  to  her 
separate  property  and  business,  and  the  labor  she  may  perform  on 
her  sole  and  separate  account.  In  other  respects  the  daties  and 
responsibilities  of  each  as  to  the  other  remain  as  they  were  at  com- 
mon law.*'  This  explicit  utterance  answers  the  question  propounded, 
and  is  decisive  of  this  case.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  that 
these  statutes  go  much  further ;  that  they  cover  and  include  a  part- 
nership between  husband  and  wife,  and  relate  to  their  joint  pro- 
perty and  business,  and  to  the  labor  which  she  may  perform  on  their 
joint  account.  The  court  of  appeals,  however,  explicitly  declares 
that  they  do  not ;  that  they  touch  a  married  woman  in  her  relations 
to  her  husband  only  in  so  far  as  they  relate  to  her  separate  pro- 
perty and  business  and  the  labor  she  may  perform  on  her  sole  and 
separate  account,  while  in  all  "  other  respects,  the  duties  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  each  to  the  other  remain  as  they  were  at  common 
law."  It  is  needless  to  add  that  if  the  relations  between  husband 
and  wife  are  only  changed  so  as  to  allow  her  to  own  a  "  separate 
property  and  conduct  a  "  separate  business,"  and  to  receive  the  earn- 
ings from  such  "separate  property  and  business,''  and  from  "tl^® 
labor  she  may  perform  on  her  sole  and  separate  account,"  then  a 
partnership  between  the  two  cannot  exist ;  for  in  such  a  case  the 
property,  business  and  labor  must  always  be  joint  and  not  separate; 
and  because  joint  and  not  separate,  and  therefore  not  covered  by 
the  statutes,  the  relations  of  husband  and  wife  remain  in  regard 
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thereto  as  at  common  law,  which  forbade  a  business  partnership 
between  them. 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  cause  at  the  circuit  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  relied  upon  the  case  of  Zimmerman  v.  Earhard  ^  DodgCj 
68  How.  11,  in  the  New  York  Common  Pleas,  which  was  then 
followed  by  the  court,  not,  however,  without  grave  doubts  then  ex- 
pressed, as  to  its  soundness,  and  which  doubts  have  by  subsequent 
examination  and  reflection  been  developed  into  a  clear  judgment 
that  the  opinion  of  Beagh,  J.,  in  that  case  cannot  be  sustained  and 
should  not  be  followed.  It  was  an  action  brought  by  a  husband 
and  wife  for  goods  sold  by  them  as  partners  to  the  defendants.  The 
sole  defence  was  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  by  the 
two,  because  the  relation  of  partners  could  not  exist  between  them. 
The  opinion  referred  to  is  to  the  effect  that  husband  and  wife  may 
legally  form  a  business  partnership ;  but  while  the  result  therefrom 
(an  affirmance  of  a  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  court 
below)  was  concurred  in  by  the  other  two  judges  (Van  Brunt  and 
Larremore),  yet  they  were  careful  so  to  state  and  assign  other 
reasons  for  such  concurrence.  The  premise  upon  which  Judge 
Beach  predicates  his  reasoning  and  conclusion  is  erroneous.  Re- 
ferring to  Adams  v.  Ourtisy  4  Lans.  164,  he  quotes  therefrom  as 
follows :  "  The  effect  and  intent  of  the  act  (Laws  of  1860,  ch.  90) 
is  to  remove  all  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  so  as  to  enable  her  to 
sue  and  be  sued  as  to  contracts,  in  all  respects  as  though  she  was 
in  fact  unmarried.''  This,  as  a  legal  proposition,  has  been  over- 
ruled by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  cases  hereinbefore  cited  (Berths 
V.  Nunan,  92  N.  Y.  152 ;  Coleman  v.  jBwrr,  93  Id.  17j,  and  there- 
fore all  reasoning  based  upon  it  must  be  equally  unsound.  All 
the  disabilities  of  coverture"  have  not  been  removed.  The  legis- 
lation of  this  state  has  only  authorized  her  to  own  separate'*  pro- 
perty, conduct  a  separate"  business,  and  receive  wages  for  services 
rendered  upon  her  own  sole  and  separate  account."  As  to  a 
joint  property,  joint  business  and  joint  labor,  her  relations  to  her 
husband  remain  as  at  common  law.  In  this  present  status  of  the 
law  is  also  to  be  found  the  answer  to  a  further  argument  of  Judge 
Beach,  that  as  the  wife  can  employ  the  husband  as  an  agent  to 
conduct  her  separate  business,  therefore  she  may  join  the  husband 
as  a  partner  in  business,  as  a  partnership  is  founded  upon  agency." 
The  error  in  the  reasoning  consists  in  not  bearing  in  mind  the  fact 
that  he  was  arguing  in  regard  to  the  ability  of  a  person  to  contract, 
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who  had  no  general  power  in  that  particular — one  who  could  only 
make  such  contracts  and  agreements  as  express  statute  law  clearly 
authorized.  That  person — a  married  woman — was  authorized  to 
own  a  "separate"  property  and  to  conduct  a  "separate"  business, 
and  was  therefore  empowered  to  employ  an  agent  in  its  manage- 
ment or  conduct.  The  agency  maintained  and  perpetuated  the 
separateness  of  the  property  and  business,  and  was  therefore  not 
incompatible  with  the  statute.  When,  however,  the  question  relates 
to  the  formation  of  a  partnership,  the  problem  to  be  solved  is  not 
what  ought  a  wife  to  be  authorized  to  do  further  than  is  expressly 
permitted,  because  the  legislation  already  had  is  based  upon  a  cer- 
tain principle  which  logically  should  be  carried  further ;  but  it  is, 
what  does  the  language  of  the  act  expressly  permit  ?  Perhaps  the 
law  as  it  is  should  be  carried  farther,  and  allow  a  partnership  be- 
tween husband  and  wife.  The  propriety  of  such  a  thing  is  for  the 
legislature  and  not  for  the  courts.  The  former  may,  perhaps, 
change  the  common-law  rights  of  husband  and  wife,  and  the  latter 
cannot.  They  can  decide  that  when  the  wife  is  authorized  to  carry 
on  a  "separate"  business  and  own  a  "separate"  property,  she  may 
employ  an  agent  for  that  purpose ;  but  they  are  as  powerless  to 
carry  the  principle  involved  in  the  legislation  which  conferred  upon 
the  wife  power  to  own  and  conduct  a  "  separate'*  business  and  pro- 
perty to  the  case  of  a  joint  business  and  property  as  they  would 
have  been  to  alter  and  change  the  common  law  in  the  particular 
which  forbade  that  which  the  statute  now  permits.  Innovations 
upon  the  common  law  are  for  those  in  whom  the  power  to  legis- 
late is  vested.  What  further  should  be  done  because  of  what  has 
been  done  is  for  them.  The  courts  declare  what  the  law  is,  and 
whilst  upholding  and  enforcing  all  legal  legislative  enactments,  they 
must  abide  by  the  common  law  as  it  is,  and  not  change  its  unre- 
pealed forbiddings  under  the  specious  plea  that  they  only  carry  out 
the  spirit  of  an  enactment.  It  is  proper,  sometimes,  in  construing 
a  statute,  to  look  at  its  spirit,  but  that  principle  does  not  authorize 
courts,  when  they  can  see  that  a  certain  reason  has  led  to  the  en- 
actment of  a  statute  changing  in  some  one  particular  the  common 
law,  still  further  in  other  particulars  to  alter  and  abrogate  it.  As 
the  power  to  change  or  repeal  is  with  the  legislature,  the  rule  of 
construction  is  that  the  statute  was  designed  to  go  just  so  farj  tod 
no  farther  than  its  plain  words  declare.  Least  of  all  can  it  be 
assumed  that  legislation  designed  to  separate  the  property  of  the 
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wife  from  that  of  the  husband  and  to  use  it  in  a  separate*'  busi- 
ness, allows  her  to  mingle  her  property  with  his,  and  subject  it, 
through  a  partnership  with  him,  to  his  control,  his  management 
and  his  contracts. 

The  conclusion  of  Judge  Beach  in  the  case  referred  to  is  at  vari- 
ance with  that  of  Sedgwick,  J.,  in  Ohamboret  y.Cagney^  85  N.  Y- 
Superior  Ct.  Rep.  474,  487,  488,  and  those  of  the  courts  in  two 
other  states.  In  Massachusetts,  which  has  a  statute  containing  a 
provision  substantially  identical  with  ours,  it  has  been  held  in  sev- 
eral cases  {Lord  v.  Parker^  8  Allen  127 ;  Plummer  v.  Lord,  5  Id. 
460,  and  7  Id.  481 ;  Knowles  v.  Rull,  99  Mass.  662)  that  husband 
and  wife  cannot  become  partners  in  business.  The  reasoning  of 
the  court  in  these  cases,  and  especially  in  the  one  first  cited  (8  Allen 
127 — see  pages  129,  180)  is  well  worthy  of  attention.  The  Mass- 
achusetts cases  have  also  been  recently  followed  in  Indiana  (Baas 
V.  Shaw,  91  Ind.  884 ;  ScarleU  v.  Snodgrass,  92  Id.  262),  and  in 
that  state  also  a  statute  contains  a  provision  very  similar  to  ours. 
These  authorities  are  of  too  high  a  character  to  be  disregarded,  and 
should  certainly  be  followed  by  a  trial  judge  in  this  state,  when 
the  reasoning  by  which  they  are  supported  commends  itself  to 
his  judgment,  and  is  in  harmony  with  that  of  our  own  court  of 
appeals. 

It  may,  however,  be  said  that  the  decisions  referred  to  go  beyond 
the  present  case,  and  forbid  a  partnership  between  a  married  woman 
and  a  person  not  a  husband.  This  is  conceded,  and  it  is  yet  an 
unsettled  legal  problem  in  this  state,  whether  or  not  any  partner- 
ship of  a  married  woman,  previous  to  chapter  three  hundred  and 
eighty-one  of  the  laws  of  1884  becoming  a  legal  enactment,  which 
removes  all  the  disabilities  of  a  married  woman  to  make  contracts, 
but  does  not apply  to  any  contract  that  shall  be  made  between 
husband  and  wife,"  would  be  valid. 

There  are  cases  decided  which  seem  to  imply  that  such  a  thing 
is  possible  in  this  state,  and  there  are  others  which  imply  a  contrary 
doctrine.  That  question  is  not  now  determined.  Certain  it  is  that 
the  words  '^separate"  and  sole  and  separate" used  in  our  statute 
in  connection  with  the  property,  business  and  labor  of  the  wife, 
must  have  some  meaning.  If  they  do  not  forbid  a  partnership  in 
property,  business  or  labor  with  all  persons,  because  not  permitting 
her  to  engage  in  a  joint  venture  with  any  one,  then  they  must  refer 
to  property,  business  and  labor separate"  from  the  husband,  held. 
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carried  on  and  performed  on  her  sole  and  separate  account'*  as 
distinguished  from  that  in  which  he  is  interested.  Withoat  this 
construction,  at  least,  of  the  words,  they  are  meaningless,  and  with 
it  the  impossibility  of  the  soundness  of  the  position  assumed  by  the 
plaintiff  only  becomes  more  apparent. 

This  opinion  might,  perhaps,  well  stop  here,  but  I  cannot  forbear 
to  allude  to  another  argument  based  upon  direct  adjudications  of 
the  court  of  appeals.  A  valid  agreement  of  partnership  can  onlj 
be  made  between  individuals  who  are  independent  persons,  and 
neither  owing  any  duty  to  the  other  in  regard  to  such  business 
which  shall  make  the  enforcement  of  the  partnership  agreement 
impossible.  Is  this  theory  of  mutual  independence  applicable  to  a 
wife  who  is  about  to  embark  in  a  business  venture  with  her  husband? 
In  that  business  the  husband  at  least  is  interested,  and  it  is  exceed- 
ingly difficult  to  determine  what  the  wife  owes  to  him  as  a  duty  in 
connection  therewith,  from  which  duty  no  agreement  can  absolve 
her  and  no  partnership  contract  change.  In  Coleman  v.  Burr^  93 
N.  Y.  17,  the  case  before  referred  to,  it  was  held  that  the  promise 
of  the  husband  to  compensate  the  wife  for  services  rendered  to  a 
member  of  his  family,  and  which  services  were  confessedly  meri- 
torious, could  not  be  enforced,  for  the  reason  that  the  wife,  because 
she  was  a  wife,  owed  these  services  to  the  husband.  In  Whittaker 
V.  Whittaker^  52  N.  T.  368,  it  was  decided  that  a  note  given  bj  a 
deceased  husband  to  a  wife  for  services,  a  part  of  which  was  out 
of  door  work  on  her  husband's  farm,  could  not  be  enforced  against 
his  estate."  If  the  husband  is  unable  to  make  a  valid  promise  to 
pay  the  wife  for  services  rendered  to  him,  and  which  in  one  case 
were  not  household  duties,  upon  what  principle  can  a  promise  to 
give  her  one-half  of  the  profits  of  his  business,  as  a  compensation 
for  her  services,  be  upheld  ?  If  the  two  can  become  partners,  the 
husband  who  owns  a  business  and  has  furnished  its  capital  can, 
under  pretence  of  compensating  the  wife  for  services  rendered  to 
him  therein,  make  her  his  partner  and  divide  with  her  its  profits, 
though  such  help  may  be  occasional  and  exceptional  as  that  of  the 
wife  upon  the  farm  in  one  of  the  cases  above  referred  to.  It  is  this 
inability  of  the  wife  to  contract  with  the  husband  in  regard  to  her 
services,  which  forms,  and  ever  must  form  so  long  as  the  wife  owes 
duties  of  service  to  the  husband,  a  barrier  to  a  business  partnership 
between  them.  That  relation,  as  has  been  before  stated,  can  only 
exist  when  the  parties  to  it  are  free  to  form  such  agreements  a3  to 
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its  profits  as  they  may  elect  to  make.  This  is  vital  to  a  partnership 
agreement,  and  the  duty  of  service  to  the  husband  would  oftentimes 
make  his  agreement  with  her  incapable  of  enforcement.  It  is  true 
we  can  conceive  of  bald  instances  of  services  which  the  wife  would 
not  be  bound  to  render ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  mark  with  accuracy 
the  line  where  her  duties  as  the  husband's  helpmate  terminate.  The 
pursuits  and  ventures  of  life  are  so  numerous  and  variant,  and  the 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  married  life  so  different,  that  it  is 
impossible  to  lay  down  a  rule  which  shall  define  the  wife's  duty  of 
service  with  precision ;  and  because  it  cannot  be  done,  there  can 
be  no  general  power  to  form  partnerships  between  husband  and  wife, 
which  must  cover  every  enterprise  and  venture  of  life,  which  are 
as  various  as  the  tastes  and  inclinations  of  parties  and  their  situa- 
tions and  conditions  in  the  world.  If  a  partnership  can  exist 
between  husband  and  wife  in  the  mercantile  business,  it  can  in 
farming  or  in  any  other.  It  may  begin  with  the  marriage  relation, 
follow  it  in  every  enterprise,  and  terminate  only  with  the  life  of 
one  or  both  parties.  This  radical  change  of  the  status  of  married 
persons,  subverting  in  fact  the  whole  social  fabric,  cannot  be  legally 
effected,  for  the  reason  before  stated,  that  as  the  husband  is  unable 
to  make  a  legal  contract  to  compensate  the  wife  for  services  ren- 
dered to  him  in  and  about  his  business,  he  cannot  form  a  partner- 
ship with  her,  which  necessarily  must,  in  very  many  cases,  at  least, 
involve  a  promise  to  pay  for  services  to  which  he  is  legally  entitled 
as  husband. 

Perhaps  the  argument  to  show  that  husband  and  wife  cannot 
become  business  partners  is  already  complete ;  but  two  other  points 
are  entitled  to  some  attention.  First.  By  section  eight  of  the  act 
of  I860  (the  one  which  it  is  claimed  gives  the  power),  it  is  declared : 

No  bargain  or  contract  entered  into  by  any  married  woman  in  or 
about  the  carrying  on  of  any  trade  or  business  under  the  statutes 
of  this  state,  shall  be  binding  upon  her  husband,  or  render  him  or 
his  property  in  any  way  liable  therefor."  It  can  hardly  be  sup- 
posed, that  if  the  legislature  supposed  it  had  under  that  act,  of 
which  the  provision  just  quoted  forms  a  part,  allowed  a  partner- 
ship between  husband  and  wife,  it  would  have  inserted  that  clause 
in  its  present  form,  without  any  exception  in  favor  of  contracts 
made  by  the  wife  in  regard  to  a  business  in  which  the  husband  was 
her  partner.  Second.  While  chapter  881  of  the  Laws  of  1884  has 
removed,  in  general,  all  disabilities  of  a  married  woman  to  contract, 
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in  its  second  section  it  has  been  carefully  said :  This  act  shall  not 
affect  nor  apply  to  any  contract  that  shall  be  made  between  husband 
and  wife."  This  section  is  certainly  significant  of  legislative  intent. 
If  the  aim  and  effect  of  past  legislation  were  to  remove  all  the 
disabilities  of  coverture/*  as  Judge  Bbach  assumed  in  Zimmerman 
V.  Earhard  ^  DodgCy  why  was  the  act  of  1884  passed,  and  why 
were  contracts  between  husband  and  wife  exempted  from  its  oper- 
ation ?  The  passage  of  that  statute  is  a  legislative  declaration  that 
the  wife  did  yet  labor  under  some  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture  in 
the  making  of  contracts ;  and  that  as  to  the  husband,  these  disabil- 
ities should  still  be  maintained. 

Having  reached  the  conclusion  that  husband  and  wife  cannot  be 
partners  in  business,  and  that  no  contract  made  by  the  latter  in 
regard  to  such  business  is  enforceable  against  her,  it  is  scarcely 
necessary  to  add  that  any  declaration  by  the  wife  to  the  effect  that 
sho  sustained  that  relation  to  her  husband,  is  not  binding  upon  her. 
In  the  making  of  contracts,  all  parties  thereto  are  assumed  to  know 
the  law.  If  the  wife  had  made  the  direct  statement  that  she  was 
the  partner  of  her  husband,  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  be  deceived 
by  It:  Brewster  v.  Striker ^  2  N.  T.  19.  It  is  somewhat  question- 
able whether  or  not  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff,  if  found  to  be  true, 
necessarily  justifies  the  legal  inference  that  the  wife  thereby  intended 
to  assert  the  existence  of  a  legal  business  partnership  with  her  hus- 
band. Her  declaration,  if  made,  to  the  effect  that  she  was  equally 
interested  in  the  business  with  her  husband,  was  capable  of  another 
explanation,  and  perhaps  it  was  erroneous  to  assume,  as  the  court 
did  in  its  charge,  that  if  the  jury  found  that  such  statement  was 
made,  they  should  find  for  the  plaintiff.  It  would,  perhaps,  have 
been  more  accurate  if  the  jury  had  been  directed  to  find  whether 
or  not  the  defendant  had  thereby  intended  to  assert  that  she  was  a 
partner  in  the  business  for  which  the  money  was  loaned,  and  was 
so  understood  by  the  plaintiff  to  assert.  Of  that  error,  however, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  complain.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury 
in  the  aspect  most  favorable  to  her.  If,  therefore,  that  which  the 
plaintiff  claimed  the  language  evidenced  could  not  legally  exist, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

It  is  proper  to  state,  in  conclusion,  that  if  any  doubt  existed  in 
my  mind  in  regard  to  the  question  discussed,  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  would  be  denied.  Careful  study  of  each  question  has,  how- 
ever, brought  me  to  the  clear  conviction  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
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entitled  to  recover  against  the  ? 
shoald  be  granted. 

The  qnestioa  of  general  interest  de- 
cided in  this  case  is  that  husband  and 
wife  cannot  bo  partners  in  trade  or  basi- 
ness,  because  the  statute  means  that  she 
can  only  carry  on  trade  or  business  when 
it  is  conducted  on  her  sole  and  separate 
account — partnership  not  being  so  con- 
ducted, but  carried  on  for  the  joint  ac- 
count of  the  copartnership.  The  other 
reason,  that  such  partnership  cannot  be 
formed  because  the  husband  cannot  con- 
tract to  compensate  his  wife  for  her  ser- 
vices in  and  about  his  business,  is  too 
remote  and  unsatisfactory  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

The  correctness  of  this  decision  depends 
upon  the  construction  of  the  followinglaw. 
"A  married  woman  may  bargain,  sell, 
assign  and  transfer  her  separate  personal 
property,  and  carry  on  any  trade  or  busi- 
ness, and  perform  any  labor  or  services 
on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  and 
the  earnings  of  any  married  woman  from 
her  trade,  business,  labor  or  services 
shall  be  her  sole  and  separate  property, 
and  may  be  used  or  invested  by  her  in  her 
own  name.'* 

If  this  law  means  that  a  married  woman 
is  vested  with  three  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent powers,  viz.,  (1),  to  bargain,  sell, 
assign  and  transfer  her  separate  personal 
property :  (2),  to  carry  on  any  trade  or 
business:  (3),  to  perform  any  labor  or 
services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account, 
and  the  earnings  therefrom  shall  be  her 
sole  and  separate  property,  then  the  de- 
cision is  not  correct,  because  if  a  married 
woman  is  vested  with  the  general  power 
to  carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  she  can 
do  it  by  means  of  a  partnership  as  well 
as  on  her  own  individual  account. 

If  on  the  other  hand,  this  law  means 
that  a  wife  is  vested  with  these  powers  to 
"be  exercised  only  for  her  sole  and  separ- 
ate account,  then  the  decision  is  correct. 


and  that  therefore  a  new  trial 

Motion  sustained. 

In  other  words,  does  this  statute  mean, 
that  for  her  sole  and  separate  account, 
and  for  that  only,  she  can  deal  witli  her 
personal  property,  carry  on  business,  or 
perform  labor  ;  or  do  the  words  **  on  her 
sole  and  separate  account**  only  refer  to 
the  words  **  perform  any  labor  or  ser- 
vices*' r 

An  Illinois  statute  in  substantially  the 
same  terms  was  construed  to  mean  that 
a  wife  was  empowered  to  enter  into  a  co- 
partnership :  Cookson  v.  Toole,  59  HI. 
515  ;  Mitchell  v.  Carpenter,  50  Id.  470  ; 
because  if  she  can  engage  in  business, 
she  can  do  it  by  means  of  a  partnership. 
In  following  the  legitimate  conclusions 
deducible  from  the  decisions,  Blodoet, 
J.,  in  the  case  of  In  re  Kinkead,  3  Biss. 
C.C.  410,  said,  that  under  the  Illinois  stat- 
ute a  wife  can  engage  in  trade,  using  her 
own  property,  and  may  bind  herself  by 
all  contracts  made  in  such  business.  She 
can  own  the  whole  stock,  have  all  the 
profits  and  be  liable  for  all  the  losses.  If 
she  can  own  the  whole,  she  can  own  the 
half  or  any  other  share.  She  can 
become  a  partner  with  another  person, 
and  why  not  with  her  husband .  I  can  see 
ndthing  in  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  which  would  prevent  tiie  wife  from 
being  her  husband*s  partner  in  business 
if  she  can  bo  a  partner  with  any  other  per- 
son. The  logical  effect  of  the  statutes 
and  decisions  in  Illinois  tend  inevitably 
to  this  conclusion,  and  I  can  see  no  sound 
reason  for  stopping  short  of  this  point.** 
This  ruling  was  affirmed  by  Drum- 

MOND,  J. 

The  Arkansas  statute  is  substantially 
the  same  as  the  law  above  quoted,  pro- 
viding that  any  married  woman  n^ay 
carry  on  any  trade  or  business,  and  per- 
form any  labor  or  services  on  her  sole 
and  separate  account,  and  the  earnings 
therefrom  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate 
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property,  and  the  decisions  bold  that  this 
confers  the  powers  of  a  femt  sxAe :  Still- 
well  et  ttx.  T.  Adama,  S9  Ark.  850; 
Hyner  r.  Dickiruon,  32  Id.  779  ;  Cotlifu 
T.  Wassell,  S4  Id.  80  ;  Countz  v.  Mark- 
/in,  30  Id.  23 ;  Trieber  r.  Stover,  Id. 
V31  ;  Bershtf  v.  Clarksville  Inst,,  15  Id. 
128  ;  Collifu  r.  Mack,  81  Id.  685  ;  on 
the  ground  that  she  has  under  the  statute 
the  absolute  juedisponendi,  and  probablj 
because  other  cases  tend  in  the  same 
direction:  Harding  t.  CoW,  47  Miss. 
599  ;  Dibrell  t.  Carlisle,  48  Id.  691  ; 
King  Afittedberger,  50  Mo.  182  ;  Nay- 
hr  V.  field,  5  Dutcher  287  ;  Knaggs  v. 
Mastin,  9  Eas.  532 ;  Bressler  t.  Kent, 
61  111.  426;  Cole  r.  Van  Riper,  44  Id. 
58  ;  Vandervoort  r.  Gould,  36  N.  Y.  639 ; 
Brown  r.  /j/fe/if,  4  Mich.  322  ;  WUliam' 
son  T.  Williamson,  18  B.  Mon.  329  ;  TU- 
linghast  t.  Holbrook,  7  B.  I.  230. 

The  Kansas  statute  contains  substan- 
tially the  same  provision,  namely,  that  a 
married  woman  maj  carrj  on  anj  trade 
or  business  and  perform  any  labor  or 
services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account, 
and  the  earnings  therefrom  shall  be  her 
sole  and  separate  property  (Act  March 
31st  1868,  {  4),  and  the  conrts  held  that 
this  law  constituted  a  married  woman  a 
feme  sole  with  respect  to  such  business  : 
Larimer  y.  Kelleg,  lOKas.  298  ;  Tollman 
V.  Jon€8,  13  Id.  445  ;  Goings  y.  Orns, 
8  Id.  87  ;  Knaggs  y.  Afastin,  9  Id.  532  ; 
Furrowv,  Chapin,  13  Id.  107. 

It  may  be  doubted  whether  the  Massa- 
chusetts statute  is  identically  or  substan- 
tially the  same,  or  as  broad  as  the  law 
aboye  quoted,  yet  the  power  to  engage  in 
partnership  with  her  husband  is  denied, 
on  the  ground  that  it  would  destroy  the 
separate  characteristic  of  the  wife's  pro- 
perty which  the  statute  creates,  and  sub- 
ject her  sole  and  separate  property  to  her 
husband's  control,  which  the  statute  pro- 
hibits :  Edtcards  y.  Stevens,  3  Allen  310 ; 
Plumer  y.  Lord,  7  Id.  481  ;  although  in 
Lord  V.  Davison,  3  Id.  131,  she  was 
allowed  to  recover  her  assigned  partner- 
ship interest ;  and  in  Reiman  et  al,  r. 


Hamilton  et  uz.,  Ill  Mass.  245,  she  vas 
held  liable  for  the  contracts  of  her  huf- 
band,  made  as  master  of  a  vessel,  owned 
jointly  by  her  and  her  hosbaod,  on  the 
groand^  that  this  was  not  a  case  of  copart- 
nership, but  of  joint  ownership  with  the 
management  intrusted  to  one  of  the  own- 
ers as  general  agent.  See  Knowles  r. 
iTti//,  99Ma88.562,  and  Toddr.Clapp, 
118  Id.  495,  where  it  can  be  inferred 
that  this  ruling  was  made  because  tiie 
statute  expressly  prohibited  copartnership 
business  between  husband  and  wife. 
This  Massaclmsetts  constraction  was 
adopted  in  Maine,  because  of  the  same 
statutory  provision :  l^nith  v.  German, 
41  Me.  405;  McKeen  r.  Frost,  4$  Id. 
239  ;  Dewdly  r.  Dewdly,  Id.  377. 

The  construction  in  Indiana  was  proh- 
ably  based  on  the  statutory  provision  that 
husband  and  wife  cannot  contract  with 
each  other  ;  0' Daily  r.  Morris,  81  Ind. 
Ill  ;  Montgomery  v.  Spranlclf,  Id.  118; 
Haas  y.  Shaw,  91  Id.  384;  SairUti  r. 
Snodgrass,  92  Id.  262.  The  qnestton 
was  not  considered  in  Alabama,  probably 
because  the  statute  prohibits  snch  con- 
tracts: Reel  y.  Overall,  39  Ala.  188; 
nor  could  it  arise  in  California,  Colora«lo, 
Connecticut  or  Georgia,  bccaasc  the  stat- 
ute expressly  empowers  such  bnsiness : 
Kelly  Cont.  M.  W.  832-342;  nor  in 
Maryland,  because  the  statute  prohibits 
it :  Bradstreet  y.  Baer  Co.,  41  Md. 
19  ;  Gen.  Stet.,  art.  45,  {  7. 

The  statute  in  Iowa  is  not,  we  think* 
any  broader  than  the  one  above  qnoted, 
and  yet  the  courts  held  that  a  marriel 
woman  is  a/m«  sole,  with  respect  to  this 
business  :  Jones  v.  Glass,  48  lowa  845 ; 
Smedley  v.  Felt,  41  Id.  588 ;  Bi«^^ 
y.  Lightner,  53  Id.  470  ;  Laing 
ningham,  17  Id.  510;  Russell 
52  Id.  250  ;  but  see  Grant  v.  *J 
Id.  88.    The  legal  proposition  advanced 
is,  that  a  statute  empowering  a  niam 
woman  to  enter  into,  and  cany  on  busi- 
ness on  her  sole  and  separate  acconnt,  or 
to  carry  on  business  as  a  feme  sole, 
not  authorize  her  to  enter  into  »  copart* 
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nenlup  with  ber  husband,  nor  to  join  her 
labor  and  capital  to  his  in  one  and  tlie 
same  bnsiness  enterprise,  although  she 
maj  do  it  with  others.  Partnership  Is 
one  of  the  common  methods  of  carrying 
on  bnsiness,  and  in  manj  enterprises  the 
only  method.  If  a  married  woman  is 
empowered  to  engage  In  bnsiness,  she  is 
also  empowered  to  enter  into  copartner- 
ship^ because  the  former  includes  the  lat- 
ler.  If  this  is  true  it  should  also  follow 
that  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  a  statutory 
inhibition,  a  wife  can  enter  into  copart- 
nership in  bnsiness  with  her  husband. 

A  married  woman's  capacity  to  enter 
into,  conduct  and  contract  concerning, 
her  separate  trade  or  business,  comes 
from  three  sources  ;  first,  her  capacity  as 
a  feme  sole  trader ;  second,  to  conduct  a 
separate  business  by  agreement  with  her 
husband  ;  and  third,  her  power  to  carry 
on  bnsiness  under  a  statute  expressly 
conferring  that  power.  The  first  origi- 
nated in  the  custom  of  London,  and  under 
it  she  was  sut  juris  in  every  particular  ; 
she  could  sue  and  be  sued,  arrested  and 
imprisoned  for  debt,  and  be  declared  a 
bankrupt:  Chit.  Cont.  178  ;  2  Bright 
H.  &  W.  77  ;  2  Hop.  H.  &  W.  124; 
Maoq.  H.  &  W.  323.  This  custom  was  re- 
cognised in  South  Carolina,  but  restricted 
to  certain  limi  ts;  McDaniel  v.  Cormoell^  1 
Hill  428  ;  Robards  v.  Hutaon^  3  McCord 
475  ;  Newbiqgin  v.  PUlans^  2  Bay  162  ; 
Hobart  T.  Zien^oHf  3  Rich.  131  ;  Brown 
T.  Killingsworth,  4  McCord  429  ;  Wil- 
thttue  V.  LudecaSf  5  Rich.  326.  It  was 
looked  to  as  something  of  a  precedent, 
in  the  Pennsylvania  adjudications  in  con- 
struing the  statute :  Burke  v.  Winkle^  2  S. 
&  R.  189  ;  Jacobs  v.  Featherstone,  6  W. 
&  S.  346  ;  Black  v.  Tridcer,  9  Smith 
13  ;  WUwn  v.  Coursin,  22  Id.  306,  and 
see  Rhea  v.  Rhenner^  1  Pet.  105.  From 
the  ciTil  law  is  derived  the  capacity  to 
become  a  sole  trader  having  tui  juris, 
powers,  in  Louisiana,  California  and 
the  South  Western  Territory,  originally 
colonised  by  the  French  or  Spanish: 
Oirisiensen  v.  Stump/f  16  La.  Ann.  50 ; 


Guttman  v.  Soannell,  7  Cal.  455  :  Read- 
ing v.  Mullen^  31  Id.  104  ;  Atwood  v. 
Meredith,  37  Miss.  635  ;  Oglesby  v.  BaU, 
30  Qa.  386. 

The  second  method  has  always  been 
upheld  m  equity,  2  Story  £q.  Jur.  {  1385 
and  cases  cited  in  Kelly  Cont.  M.  W. 
155.  The  statutory  method  covers  these 
methods  which  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
enactment  of  the  statute,  but  such  stat- 
utes differ  in  most  all  the  states,  and  the 
powers  and  obligations  are  correspond- 
ingly different.  In  some  states  these  are 
prescribed  by  a  court :  Moran  v.  Moron, 
12  Bush  303;  Wilkinson  v.  Cheatham^ 
45  Ala.  341  ;  and  in  others  by  a  certifi- 
cate of  record  :  Adams  v.  KnowUon,  22 
Cal.  289. 

The  power  must  be  conferred,  it  is  not 
inherent  under  the  common  law  ;  Wood- 
cock V.  Reedf  5  Allen  207  ;  and  the  ex- 
tent of  the  power  depends  upon  the 
grant :  Sammis  v.  McLaughlin,  35  N.  T. 
647  ;  hence  if  the  grant  does  not  so  pro- 
hibit, the  husband  can  set  his  wife  up  in 
business,  if  he  has  no  creditors  at  the 
time  :  Mitchell  v.  Sawyer ,  21  la.  583  ; 
but  the  business  must  be  a  regular  and 
continuous  course  of  trading,  and  not  an 
occasional  act  or  fitful  off  and  on,  now 
and  then  transaction  :  Holmes  v.  Holmes, 
40  Conn.  120;  Proper  v.  Cobb,  104 
Mass.  589;  Feran  v.  Rudolphsen,  106 
Id.  471. 

Interpreting  the  statute  by  the  equity 
doctrine  and  the  custom  of  London,  the 
rule  is  believed  to  be,  that  when  a  mar- 
ried woman  is  granted  the  power  to  carry 
on  business,  she  has  the  power  to  make 
every  contract  and  perform  every  act 
necessary  or  incident  to  that  business, 
unless  restricted  unequivocally  and  ex- 
pressly by  such  stanute :  Adams  v.  Hon- 
ness,  62  Barb.  336  ;  Todd  v.  Lee,  16 
Wis.  482 ;  Petty  v.  Anderson,  3  Bing. 
170;  Foster  v.  Congtr,  61  Barb.  145; 
James  v.  Taylor,  43  Id.  530  ;  Abbey  v. 
Deyo,  44  N.  Y.  343  ;  Draper  v.  Stou- 
rene/,  35  Id.  507  ;  Barton  T.  Beer,  35 
Barb.  81  ;  Klen  v.  Gibney,  24  How.  Pr. 
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31  ;  Young  T,Gori,  13  Abb.  Pr.  14,  note ; 
Chapman  r,  Briggs^  11  Alien  547.  But 
it  seemfl  this  is  not  the  oonstrnction  in 
Pennsjlvania :  Robinam  v.  Wallace^  39 
Penn.  St.  183  ;  Wkman  v.  Anderson, 


42  Id.  311  ;  Mcmderback  r.  Mod^fi 
Id.  48 ;  Hojffnum  v.  Toner,  49  Id.  231 ; 
McGregor  v.  Sibley,  69  Id.  388. 

Jomr  F.  Kiui. 

Bellaire,  O. 


Supreme  Court  of  Missouri. 
DESKINS  V,  GOSS. 

A  teacher  iu  the  public  schools,  in  the  absence  of  the  establishment  of  any  rule  hj 
the  school  board,  has  the  right  to  adopt  a  rule  to  prevent  his  pupils  using  profiDe 
language,  fighting  or  quarreling  on  their  way  to  and  from  school,  and  maj  pusiflh 
those  infringing  the  rule  hj  the  use  of  the  rod. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Norton,  J. — This  suit  was  brought  to  recover  damageB  for 
alleged  injuries  inflicted  by  defendant  on  plaintiff  in  whipping  him 
with  a  switch.  The  answer  of  defendant  sets  up  that  be  was  a 
teacher  of  the  public  school ;  that  plaintiff  was  one  of  the  pupils 
of  said  school,  and  that  for  a  violation  by  plaintiff  of  a  rule  of  the 
school,  in  using  profane  language,  quarreling  and  fighting  with  the 
other  scholars  of  the  school,  he  did,  in  order  to  preserve  good  order 
and  discipline  in  the  school  and  to  promote  its  usefulness,  chastise 
plaintiff  with  a  switch,  inflicting  upon  him  reasonable  and  moderate 
punishment. 

Plaintiff  obtained  judgment  for  $9,  from  which  the  defendant 
has  appealed.  On  the  trial  plaintiff  offered  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  punishment  inflicted  was  excessive;  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  use  profane  language  to,  or  quarrel  or  fight  with  the 
other  scholars.  The  defendant  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove 
the  facts  set  up  in  his  answer,  and  the  following  agreed  statement 
of  facts  was  then  read  to  the  jury,  via :  "  That  the  defendant  was 
at  the  time  the  employed  teacher  of  the  public  school  at  which  the 
plaintiff  was  a  regular  daily  attendant  on  and  during  the  day  that 
the  acts  and  conduct  complained  of  occurred,  and  for  which  the 
defendant  chastised  him ;  that  the  profane  language  used,  the  quar- 
reling and  fighting  was  done,  if  at  all,  one-half  or  three  fourths  of 
one  mile  from  the  schoolhouse,  after  the  school  had  been  adjourned 
for  the  day  and  the  scholars  were  on  their  way  to  their  respective 
homes,  and  before  they  had  reached  them,  and  the  punishment  was 
inflicted  the  next  day  thereafter,  when  the  plaintiff  returned  to  the 
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school ;  that  the  defendant,  as  teacher,  had  a  standing  rule  against 
the  uso  of  profane  language,  quarreling  or  fighting  among  the 
scholars,  either  at  the  school  house  or  on  their  way  home,  and  often 
spoke  of  the  rule  in  the  presence  of  the  school  and  the  plaintiff; 
that  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the  chastisement,  13  years  of  age, 
and  that  all  this  occurred  in  the  county  of  Grundy,  Mo." 

The  court  then  instructed  the  jury  that  under  the  evidence  and 
pleadings  the  jury  must  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  refused  to  give 
several  instructions  asked  by  the  defendant,  to  the  effect  that  plain- 
tiff while  in  attendance  as  a  scholar  was  under  the  control  of  defend- 
ant as  teacher,  and  that  defendant  had  a  right  to  punish  him  for  an 
infraction  of  the  rule  put  in  evidence  in  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts,  and  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  should  be  for  defendant 
unless  they  believed  that  the  punishment  inflicted  was  unreasonable 
or  excessive. 

It  is  this  action  of  the  court  which  is  complained  of  as  error, 
and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  complaint  is  well  founded. 
While  it  is  provided  in  section  7045,  Revised  Statutes,  that  the 
school  board  shall  have  power  to  make  all  needful  rules  and  regula- 
tions for  the  government  of  the  school  in  their  district,**  if  they 
failed  to  do  so,  the  right  of  the  teacher  employed  to  conduct  the 
school  to  adopt  reasonable  rules  to  promote  good  order  and  disci- 
pline arises  out  of  the  very  nature  of  his  employment,  and  the  only 
question  worthy  of  consideration  which  this  record  presents  is,  was 
the  rule  which  forbade  the  use  of  profane  language,  quarreling  or 
fighting  among  the  scholars,  either  at  school  or  on  their  way  home, 
reasonable  and  proQiotive  of  good  order  and  proper  discipline  of  the 
school.  It  must  be  conceded  without  question  that  the  rule,  in  so 
far  as  it  forbade  such  acts  on  the  part  of  the  scholars  while  at  school, 
was  not  only  reasonable  but  necessary  to  the  orderly  conduct  of  the 
school. 

But  it  may  be  insisted  and  doubtless  was  urged  before  the  trial 
court,  that  so  soon  as  the  scholars  were  dismissed  from  school  by 
the  teacher  his  authority  over  them  ceases,  and  that  of  the  parent 
is  resumed,  and  that  therefore  that  portion  of  the  rule  which  for- 
bids such  acts  as  are  therein  mentioned,  while  the  scholars  are  on 
their  way  to  their  homes,  is  without  sanction  or  authority.  We  are 
unwilling  to  go  to  this  extent,  believing  it  to  be  unsupported  either 
by  reason  or  weight  of  authority. 

In  the  case  of  Dritt  v.  Snodgrasa,  66  Mo.  286,  this  court  went 
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to  the  extent  of  saying  that  when  the  pupil  of  a  public  school  is 
released  and  sent  back  to  bis  home,  neither  the  teacher  nor  directors 
had  any  authority  to  follow  him  to  his  home  and  govern  his  condact 
while  under  the  parental  eye.  This  court  also,  in  the  case  of 
King  v.  Jefferson  City  School  District^  71  Mo.  628,  susta'med  the 
validity  of  a  rule  which  provides  that  any  pupil  absent  six  half 
days  in  four  consecutive  weeks,  without  satisfactory  excuse,  shall 
be  suspended  from  school."  In  that  case  a  pupil  had  played  the 
truant  and  thereby  become  amenable  to  the  operation  of  the  role 
and  was  expelled,  and  this  court  refused  to  interfere  on  the  ground 
that  the  rule  was  a  reasonable  one.  Truancy  is  an  act  committed 
out  of  the  school-room,  but  being  subversive  of  the  good  order  and 
discipline  of  the  school,  may  subject,  as  it  did  the  scholar  in  this 
case,  to  suspension  or  expulsion. 

If  the  effects  of  acts  done  out  of  the  school-room  while  the 
pupils  are  returning  to  their  homes,  and  before  parental  control  is 
resumed,  reach  within  the  school-room,  and  are  detrimental  to  good 
order  and  the  best  interests  of  the  school,  no  good  reason  is  per- 
ceived why  such  acts  may  not  be  forbidden  and  punishment  inflicted 
on  those  who  commit  them  :  Burdick  v.  Babcock  et  aL^  31  la.  562-7; 
Lander  v.  Seaver^  82  Vt.  114 ;  Sherman  v.  Inhabitants  of  CharUs- 
ton,  8  Gush.  160. 

The  effects  of  the  scholars  using  to  and  with  each  other  obscene 
and  profane  language,  quarreling  and  fighting  among  themselyes 
on  the  way  to  their  homes,  would  necessarily  be  felt  in  the  school- 
room, engender  hostile  feelings  between  scholars,  arraying  one 
against  the  other  as  well  as  the  partisans  of  e^ch,  and  destroying 
that  harmony  and  good-will  which  should  always  exist  among  the 
scholars  who  are  daily  brought  in  contact  with  each  other  in  the 
school-room. 

For  the  error  committed  in  giving  the  plaintiff  the  first  and 
second  instructions  and  refusing  those  asked  by  the  defendant, 
numbered  two,  three,  four,  five  and  seven,  the  judgment  will  be 
reversed  and  cause  remanded.    All  concur. 

By  the  old  authorities  it  is  said  that  tics  adopt  this  riew  :  1  Bish.  Cnm.  L. 

the  authority  as  to  punishment  of  a  (4th  ed.)  sect.  771  ;  see  fltzgerald  t. 

teacher  over  a  pupil  is  the  same  as  that  Northcote^  4  F.  &  F.  656  ;  Sian  l^- 

of  the  parent  over  the  child:  1  Hawk  child^A^  Barb.  541  ;  CommmBtaltk 

P.  C.  (6th  ed.)  sect.  28  ;  Bac.  Abr.  fit.  Sted,  5  Clark  P.  L.  J.  78.   But  sach 

Aismdt  and  Battery^  C.  ;  Pulton  de  Puce,  a  broad  rule  has  not  gone  unqnestiooed. 

6  h.    And  some  of  the  modem  authori-  even  by  the  eminent  comroentstors  on  the 
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laws  of  England  :  1  Black.  Com.  453  ; 
loe  Chitty'8  note  ;  State  v.  Burton,  45 
Wis.  150;  8.  c.  30  Ain.  Rep.  706;  18 
Am.  L.  Reu;.  233  ;  Lander  v.  Seaver,  82 
Yl  114.  In  this  latter  case  it  was  said: 
"The  parent,  nnqnestionabljr,  is  answer- 
able only  for  malice  or  wicked  motive,  or 
an  evil  heart  in  punishing  his  child.  This 
great,  and  to  some  extent,  irresponsible 
power  of  control  and  correction  is  in- 
vested in  the  parent  by  nataro  and  neces- 
.sitj.  It  springs  from  the  natural  relation 
of  parent  and  child.  It  is  felt  rather  as 
a  duty  than  a  power.  ♦  ♦  *  This  parental 
power  is  little  liable  to  abuse,  for  it  is 
continually  restrained  by  natural  affec- 
tion, the  tenderness  which  the  parent 
feels  for  his  offspring,  an  affection  ever 
on  the  alert,  and  acting  rather  by  instinct 
than  reasoning.  The  schoolmaster  has 
no  such  natural  restraint.  Hence  he  may 
not  safely  bo  trusted  with  all  a  parent's 
authority,  for  he  does  not  act  from  the  in- 
stinct of  parental  affection.  He  should 
be  guided  and  restrained  by  judgment 
and  wise  discretion,  and  lience  is  respon- 
sible for  their  reasonable  exercise." 

In  another  case  it  was  said  :  The 
law  having  elevated  the  teacher  to  the 
place  of  the  parent,  if  he  is  still  to  sus- 
tain that  sacred  relation,  it  becomes  him 
to  be  careful  in  the  exercise  of  his  au- 
thority, and  not  make  his  power  a  pretext 
for  cruelty  and  oppression.  Whenever 
be  undertakes  to  exercise  it,  the  cause 
must  be  sufficient,  the  instrument  suit- 
able for  the  purpose ;  the  manner  and 
extent  of  the  correction,  the  part  of  the 
person  to  which  it  is  applied,  the  temper 
in  which  it  is  inflicted,  all  should  be  dis- 
tinguished with  the  kindness,  prudence 
and  propriety  which  becomes  the  station: ' 
Coo^vT  V.  McJunkin^  4  Ind.  290. 

In  Massachusetts,  the  court  refused  to 
instruct  the  jury  that  a  school  teacher 
is  amenable  to  the  law  in  a  criminal  pro- 
secution, for  punishing  a  scholar,  only 
when  he  acts  maloanimo,  from  vindictive 
feelings,  or  under  the  violent  impulses  of 
passion  or  malevolence ;  that  he  is  not 
Vot.  XXXIII.-84 


liable  for  errors  of  opinion  or  mistakes  of 
judgment  merely,  provided  he-is  governed 
by  an  honest  purpose  of  heart  to  promote, 
by  the  discipline  employed,  the  highest 
welfare  of  the  school  and  the  best  interest 
of  the  scholar ;  that  be  is  liable  in  a 
criminal  prosecution  for  punishing  a 
scholar  only  when  the  amount  of  punish- 
ment inflicted  is  more  than  adequate  to 
subdue  the  scholar  and  secure  obedience 
to  the  rules  of  the  school."  This  action 
of  the  court  was  held  to  be  unobjection- 
able ;  and  the  following  in  substance  was 
held  to  state  the  law  correctly  :  That  a 
teacher  had  a  right  to  inflict  punishment 
upon  a  scholar;  that  the  case  proved 
was  one  in  which  such  punishment  might 
properly  be  inflicted  ;  that  the  instrument 
used  (a  ferrule)  was  a  proper  one  ;  that 
in  inflicting  corporal  punishment  a  tea- 
cher must  exercise  reasonable  judgment 
and  discretion,  and  must  be  governed,  as 
to  the  mode  and  severity  of  the  punish- 
ment, by  the  nature  of  the  offence,  by 
the  age,  size  and  apparent  power  of  en- 
durance of  the  pupil ;  that  the  only  ques- 
tion in  this  case  was  whether  the  punish- 
ment was  excessive  and  improper  ;  that 
if  tliey  should  find  the  punishment  to  have 
been  reasonable  and  proper,  the  defend- 
ant could  not  be  deemed  guilty  of  an 
assault  and  battery  ;  but  if  upon  all  the 
evidence  in  the  case  they  should  find  the 
punishment  to  have  been  improper  or 
excessive,  the  defendant  might  properly 
be  found  guilty  upon  this  complaint:*' 
Commonwealth  v.  Randall^  4  Gray  36. 
A  like  conclusion  was  reached  in  Ver- 
mont, except  that  if  there  was  any  rea- 
sonable doubt  whether  the  punishment 
was  excessive,  the  teacher  should  have 
the  benefit  of  the  doubt :  Lander  v.  Sea- 
ver,  32  Vt.  114. 

The  rule,  however,  is  well  established 
that  the  teacher  has  the  right  to  chastise 
his  pupil  moderately ;  and  whenever  the 
correction  as  confessed  by  the  pleadings, 
or  as  proven  at  the  trial,  appears  clearly 
to  have  been  excessive  or  cruel,  it  must 
be  adjudged  illegal:  Anderson  v.  State,  8 
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Head.  (Tenn.)  455 ;  Burlington  v.  Es- 
sex, 19  yu91  ;  Commonwealth  Y.  Seed,  5 
Clark  P.  L.  J.  78 ;  Morris's  Case,  I  City 
Hail  Rec.  52;  Starr  y.  Li/lckildy  40 
Barb.  541  ;  Link  t.  Bell,  3  Quarterly  L. 
Jr.  92  ;  State  v.  Mizner,  45  Iowa  248; 
B.  c.  50  Id.  145  ;  s.  c.  43  Am.  Bep. 
128. 

If  no  rale  of  the  school  board  prevents 
it,  the  teacher  may  punish  the  pupil  within 
the  bounds  prescribed  by  law,  even 
though  he  has  an  instraction  from  the 
father  that  the  child  must  not  be  pun- 
ished :  State  v.  Van  Strang^  3  Tenn.  L. 
Rep.  19. 

In  case  the  punishment  is  proper  the 
father  is  not  excusable  if  he  assault  the 
teacher  because  of  it :  Morrises  Case,  1 
City  Hall  Rec.  52. 

A  pupil  beyond  the  school-age  is  sub- 
ject to  punishment  as  any  other  pupil : 
State  V.  Mizner,  45  la.  248 ;  8.  c.  24 
Am.  Rep.  769  ;  Stevens  v.  FasseU,  27 
Me.  266. 

The  teacher  is  not  confined  to  mere 
whipping  ;  he  may  impose  a  reasonable 
restraint  upon  the  person  of  the  pupil, 
either  by  way  of  prevention  or  punish- 
ment of  disorderly  conduct :  Fitzgerald 
Y.  Northcote,  4  F.  &  F.  656  ;  Cooley  on 
Torts  171. 

The  teacher  is  the  absolute  judge  of 
the  kind  of  punishment,  with  the  limita- 
tion that  it  must  be  reasonable  and  usual, 
and  not  destractive  of  the  object  of  the 
relation,  or  subversive,  of  the  contract 
under  which  the  relation  exists  :  Starr  v. 
Liftchild,  40  Barb.  541  ;  see  Butler  v. 
McLellan,  Ware  219,  230. 

The  object  and  design  of  punishment 
must  always  be  kept  in  view.  These 
have  been  stated  as  follows  :  **  The  legal 
objects  and  purposes  of  punishment  in 
school  are  like  the  objects  and  purposes 
of  the  state  in  punishing  a  citizen.  They 
are  threefold  :  first,  the  reformation  and 
the  highest  good  of  the  pupil ;  second, 
the  enforcement  and  maintenance  of  cor- 
rect discipline  in  schoob ;  and  third,  as 
ftn  example  to  like  evildoers :  State  v. 


Mizner,  50  la.  145  ;  8.  c  32  Am.  Bepi 
128. 

No  punishment  is  justifiable  uilesi  it 
is  inflicted  for  some  definite  oficnce  which 
the  pupil  has  committed ;  and  the  pupfl 
must  understand  what  be  is  being  pun- 
ished for.  If  he  does  not  know  whj  the 
punislmient  is  inflicted,  the  act  is  unlaw- 
fnl ;  it  is  subversive  and  not  promotive 
of  the  trae  object  of  punishment,  "and 
cannot  be  justified  State  v.  Mizm, 
supra. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  the  law  pre- 
sumes that  a  teacher  punished  his  pupil 
for  a  reasonable  cause  and  in  a  moderate 
and  reasonable  manner.  Tliis  presump- 
tion, like  all  other  legal  presumptions, 
may  be  rebutted  by  proof :  Statt  v.  Mi> 
ner,  50  la.  145  ;  B.  c.  82  Am.  Rep.  128; 
Bathawag  v.  Bice,  19  Vt.  102. 

Tlie  teacher  has  the  right  to  show  that 
the  chastisement  was  reasonable,  and  for 
misconduct  in  school :  State  v.  ifiaier, 
45  la.  248 ;  8.  c.  24  Am.  Rep.  769. 

In  one  case,  in  speaking  of  the  extent 
of  the  punishment,  it  was  said :  "  The 
welfare  of  the  child  is  the  main  purpose 
for  which  pain  is  permitted  to  be  inflicted. 
Any  punishment,  therefore,  which  may 
seriously  endanger  life,  limbs  or  health, 
or  shall  disfigure  the  child,  or  cause  any 
other  permanent  injury,  may  be  pro- 
nounced in  itself  immoderate,  as  not  onlj 
being  unnecessary  for,  but  inconsistent 
with,  the  purpose  for  which  correction  is 
authorised.  But  any  correction,  how- 
ever severe,  which  produces  temporary 
pain  only,  and  no  permanent  ill,  cannot 
be  so  pronounced,  since  it  may  have  been 
necessaiy  for  the  reformation  of  the  child, 
and  does  not  injuriously  affect  its  future 
welfare.  *  *  *  When  the  correction  ad- 
ministered is  not  in  itself  immoderate, 
and  not,  therefore,  beyond  the  authority 
of  the  teacher,  its  legality  or  illegality 
must  depend  entirely  on  the  quo  oaia* 
with  which  it  was  administered.  Within 
the  sphere  of  this  authority  the  master  is 
the  judge  when  correction  is  required, 
and  of  the  degree  of  correction  necessary; 
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and  like  all  others  intnuted  with  a  dis- 
cretion he  cannot  be  made  penally  re- 
sponsible for  error  of  jadgroent,  but  only 
for  wickedness  of  purpose:"  Slate  t. 
Pendergrau,  2  Dev.  k  Bat.  365.  In 
another  case  it  was  held  in  order  to  hold 
a  teacher  liable  for  chastising  a  pupil, 
the  circumstances  most  show  a  strong 
reason  to  believe  that  he  was  actuated 
bj  bsul  and  malevolent  motives,  using 
his  legal  authority  for  the  gratification 
of  a  mind  bent  on  mischief :  Comnum- 
wealth  T.  Sud,  5  Clark  P.  L.  J.  78. 

Where  a  person  took  a  child  into  his 
house  to  instruct,  agreeing  to  instruct 
and  protect  him,  and  provide  for  his 
physical  wants,  he  was,  it  was  held,  not 
entitled  to  turn  him  out  into  the  street, 
withdraw  his  care  and  protection,  and 
deny  him  the  shelter  and  comfort  of  his 
liome  under  the  name  or  form  of  punish- 
ment. Such  a  mode  of  punishment  was 
deemed  neither  reasonable  nor  usual : 
Starr      Liftchildj  40  Barb.  541. 

Two  boys,  attending  a  Catholic  school, 
were  absent  one  day,  without  leave,  to 
attend  the  funeral  of  a  Protestant  child. 
The  fathers  of  the  boys  ascertained  that 
the  superintendent  of  the  school  intended 
to  whip  the  boys  for  attending  the  funeral, 
and  they  requested  him  not  to  punish 
them  for  that  reason.  On  the  boys  re- 
turning to  school,  the  teaclier  having 
them  in  immediate  charge,  required  them 
to  give  an  excuse  for  their  absence  from 
school  without  permission,  on  the  day  of 
the  fnneral,  and  on  their  refusal  to  give 
excnses,  she  gave  them  a  note  and  dir- 
ected them  to  take  it  to  the  superintend- 
ent's house,  about  fifty  steps  from  the 
schoolhonse.  As  soon  as  they  were  out- 
side of  the  schoolhonse  they  ran  home 
and  nerer  delivered  the  note.  The  next 
day  the  superintendent  entered  the  school- 
room and  whipped  the  two  boys,  declar- 
ing at  the  time  that  the  whipping  was 
not  for  going  to  the  funeral,  but  for 
their  disobedience  of  the  order  of  the 
teacher  in  charge  requiring  them  to  take 
and  deliver  her  note  to  him.  It  was  held 


he,  as  defendant  in  an  action  for  assault 
and  battery,  was  not  liable  to  a  fine  for 
such  action  on  tiis  part :  Danenhoffer  v. 
State,  69  Ind.  295,  418  ;  s.  c.  35  Am. 
Rep.  216.  On  the  second  trial  of  the 
case  it  was  held  that  he  had  a  right  to 
show  that  the  administering  of  the  pun- 
ishment had  nothing  to  do  with  the  going 
to  the  funeral:  DasMnhoffer  v.  State,  79 
Ind.  75. 

In  a  Vermont  case  it  was  held  that 
excessive  punishment  could  not  be  justi- 
fied from  the  fact  that  the  teacher  acted 
in  good  faith  and  without  malice,  honestly 
believing  the  punishment  was  necessary 
for  the  discipline  of  the  school  and  the 
welfare  of  the  pupils :  Lander  v.  Seaver, 
32  Yt.  114. 

Where  the  teacher  beat  the  pupil,  with 
the  consent  of  the  father,  so  severely  that 
the  latter  died  it  was  held  that  he  was 
guilty  of  manslaughter :  12.  v.  Hopleif, 
2  F.  &  F.  202. 

If  compulsory  education  has  not  been 
adopted  by  the  legislature,  the  board  of 
education,  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
statute,  has  no  power  to  require  a  pupil 
to  pursue  a  particular  studj  in  opposition 
to  the  father's  desire ;  and  a  teacher  is 
not  justified  in  punishing  the  pupil  for 
refusing  to  pursue  the  particular  study: 
Rulison  V.  Post,  79  111.  567  ;  Morrow  v. 
Wood,  35  Wis.  59;  s.  c.  IS  Am.  L. 
Reg.  692  ;  J^ate  v.  Migner,  50  la.  145; 
8.  c.  32  Am.  Rep.  128.  But  a  require- 
ment b}  the  teacher  that  a  pupil  in  a 
grammar  school  must  write  English  com- 
positions was  held  reasonable;  and  on 
a  refusal  by  a  pupil,  in  the  absence  of 
any  direction  by  the  parent,  to  comply 
with  the  requirement  it  was  also  held  he 
could  be  expelled  by  the  teacher  on  that 
account :  Guernsey  v.  Pitkin,  32  Yt.  224. 
The  board  of  directors  may  adopt  such 
a  rule  :  Sewell  v.  Board  of  Education,  29 
Ohio  St.  89. 

In  the  absence  of  any  rule  of  the  school 
board,  or  of  a  statute,  a  teacher  has  the 
power  to  suspend  a  pupil  for  good  cause 
from  the  privilege  of  the  school.    It  is 
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eaaential  that  the  teacher  should  have 
such  power,  in  the  absence  of  the  action 
of  the  board,  to  maintain  order  and  disci- 
pline. He  is  responsible  for  the  discipline 
of  the  school,  and  for  the  progress  con- 
duct and  deportment  of  his  pupils.  '*  It 
is  his  imperative  duty  to  maintain  good 
order  and  require  of  his  pupils  a  faithful 
perfoi-mance  of  their  duties.  To  enable 
him  to  discharge  these  duties  eOectuallj, 
he  must  necessarily  have  the  power  to 
enforce  prompt  obedience  to  his  lawful 
commands.  For  this  reason  the  law  gives 
him  the  power,  in  proper  cases,  to  inflict 
corporal  punishment  upon  refractory 
pupils  State  v.  Burton,  45  Wis.  150  ; 
B.  c.  30  Am.  Rep.  706  ;  18  Am.  L.  Reg. 
2S3.  For  this  reason  he  has  the  power, 
under  the  limitations  named,  to  suspend 
a  refractory  pupil.  "  The  conduct  of  a 
recusant  pupil  may  be  such  that  his 
presence  in  the  school  for  a  day  or  an 
hour  may  be  disastrous  to  the  discipline 
of  the  school,  and  even  to  the  morals  of 
the  other  pupils.  In  such  a  case  it  seems 
absolutely  essential  to  the  welfare  of  the 
school  that  the  teacher  should  have  the 
power  to  suspend  the  offender  at  once 
from  the  privilege  of  the  school ;  and  he 
must  nece&sarily  decide  for  himself  whe- 
ther the  case  requires  that  remedy.  If 
he  suspends  the  pupil,  he  should  promptly 
report  his  action  and  bis  reason  therefor, 
to  the  proper  board  State  v.  Burton, 
supra.  Yet  a  pupil  cannot  be  suspended 
or  expelled  unless  authorized  by  statute, 
either  by  the  teacher  or  board  of  directors, 
except  **  for  disobedient,  refractory,  or 
incorrigibly  bad  conduct Rulim  v. 
Post,  supra ;  State  v.  Burton,  supra  ;  and 
perhaps  a  teacher  has  no  power  to  expd 
him.  Upon  suspension  the  teacher  may 
at  once  remove  him  from  the  school  room, 
using  such  force  as  is  necessary  ;  and  he 
may  call  others  to  his  aid,  who  may  use 
a  like  force :  Stevens  v.  Fassett^  27  Me. 
266. 

A  recent  ruling  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Wisconsin  will  illustrate  many  of  the 
above  statements.    The  board  of  educa- 


tion of  a  city  established  a  rule  rcqmring 
each  pupil,  when  returning  to  school  after 
recess,  to  bring  into  the  school  room  i 
stick  of  wood  for  the  fire.  This  mi? 
was  held  void,  because  not  needful  for 
government  of  the  schoob*'  withio  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  clodiing  the  bosrd 
with  its  powers :  State  v.  Board  <^Eis- 
cation,  ante,  page  601. 

It  is  often  a  question  witii  teachers, 
pupils  and  parents  how  far  the  anthoritj 
of  the  teacher  extends  when  not  at,  or  is 
the  immediate  vicinity  of,  the  school- 
room or  house.  In  practice  and  in  prin- 
ciple he  has  the  same  control  during  school 
hours  over  the  pupiUi  while  in  the  school 
house  or  in  the  school  yard,  or  in  the 
immediate  vicinity,  so  long  as  he  is  not 
on  the  parent's  own  immediate  place  of 
residence,  that  he  has  in  the  school-room. 
In  Vermont,  it  was  decided  that  the 
teacher  has  supervision  and  control  over 
the  pupil  from  the  time  he  leaves  home  to 
go  to  school  until  he  returns  home  from 
school.  This  is  a  reasonable  rule.  It 
designates  the  point  of  time  where  the 
parent  delivers  the  charge  of  the  pnpil 
over  to  the  teacher,  and  where  the  latter 
yields  it  back  to  the  parent.  It  is  often 
necessary  to  the  discipline  of  tlio  school 
that  the  teacher  should  hare  snch  a  con- 
trol. Yet  in  this  case  it  was  also  held, 
although  the  teacher  had  no  general  right 
to  punish  a  pupil  for  mlscondact  com- 
mitted after  the  dismissal  of  school  for 
the  day  and  the  return  of  the  pnpil  to 
his  home,  yet  he  might,  on  the  pnpil's 
return  to  school,  punish  him  for  any  mis- 
behavior, though  committed  ont  of  school, 
whicli  had  a  direct  and  immediate  ten- 
dency to  injure  the  school  and  snbreit 
the  master's  authority  :  Lander  v.  Sea- 
ver,  82  Vt.  1 U.  See  Murphy  r.  Board 
of  Directors,  80  la.  429,  a  case  based  on 
a  statute. 

In  the  Missouri  decision,  Drift  v. 
Snodffrass,  66  Mo.  286  ;  g.  c.  27  Am. 
Rep.  348,  cited  in  the  principal  case,  the 
statute  gave  the  board  of  directors 
**  power  to  make  and  enforce  all  needftd 


TIERNEY  r.  MINNEAPOLIS  &  ST.  LOUIS  RY.  CO. 


669 


rules  and  regulations  for  the  gOTemment, 
management  and  control  of  such  schools 
and  property  as  they  think  proper,  *  •  * 
not  inconsistent  with  the  law  of  the  land.*' 
A  board  bad  adopted  a  role  that  no  pupil 
should,  daring  a  school  term,  attend  a 
social  party.  A  pupil  of  the  school,  with 
the  permission  of  his  parents,  riolated 
this  rule,  and  was  expelled  by  the  board 
for  so  doing.  It  was  said  that  the  direc- 
tors had  no  power  to  follow  the  pupil 


home  and  govern  bis  conduct  while  un- 
der the  eye  of  his  parent,  and  that  the 
rule  invaded  the  power  and  right  of  the 
parent.  This  point,  however,  was  not 
directly  decided  ;  but  it  was  held  that  as 
no  malice,  oppression,  or  wilfulness  was 
shown  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  they 
were  not  liable  in  damages. 

W.  W.  Thorhtok. 
Crawfordsville,  Ind. 


Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota. 
TIERNEY  V,  MINNEAPOLIS  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAILWAY  CO.  bt  al. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  a  railway  corporation,  in  the  discharge  of  its  duty  as  master, 
not  only  to  provide  machinery  and  instrumentalities  for  its  employees  which  are  suit- 
able and  safe,  but  also  to  use  reasonable  diligence  to  keep  them  so.  Necessarily 
incident  to  these  obligations  is  the  duty  of  frequent  inspection,  and  the  corporation, 
acting  by  its  servants  in  the  dipcharge  of  such  duty,  is  liable  for  their  negligence. 

By  a  regulation  governing  the  employees  in  the  transfer-yard  of  a  railway  com- 
pany, car  inspectors  were  required  to  inspect  incoming  cai*s  immediately  upon  their 
arrival,  and  if  out  of  repair  to  mark  them  **  in  bad  order,*'  indicating  that  they 
were  to  be  sent  to  the  *•  repair  track:*'  Hefd,  that  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
inspectors  in  failing  to  properly  discharge  this  duty,  by  reason  of  wliich  plaintiff 
was  injured  while  attempting  to  couple  a  damaged  car  without  notice  of  its  condi- 
tion, and  without  fault  on  his  part,  might  be  imputed  to  the  company. 

It  will  not  be  presumed  under  such  circumstances  that  the  plaintiff  assumed  the 
risk  of  such  negligent  inspection,  unless  it  appear  that  be  undertook  to  handle  cars 
in  the  course  of  his  employment  without  reference  to  inspection. 

MiTCHXLL,  J.,  dissents,  on  the  ground  that  the  car  inspector  was  a  fellow  servant 
with  the  employees  engaged  in  making  up  the  train. 

A  witness  who  is  not  an  expert  may  testify  to  facts  within  bis  knowledge  and 
observation  in  reference  to  the  health  and  physical  condition  of  an  injured  perpon. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  District  Court,  Freeborn  county, 
denying  motion  for  new  trial. 

Lovely  ^  Morgan^  for  respondent. 

J.  D.  Springer  and  Whytock  ^  Todd,  for  appellants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Vawi>brburqh,  J. — It  is  admitted  that  the  defendants  jointly 
owned,  maintained  and  occupied  a  yard  in  common  at  Albert  Lea, 
where  trains  were  made  up  to  be  sent  over  their  respective  lines. 
The  respondent  had  charge  of  the  making  up  of  night  trains  in 
the  yard,  and  was  injured  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  while 
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coupling  cars,  at  about  3  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  November  24th 
1882.  A  freight  train  had  previously  arrived  from  Minneapolis 
over  the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  road,  including,  with  others,  a 
box  car  loaded  with  flour  at  that  place  and  bound  east  On  its 
arrival,  it  became  plaintiff  s  duty,  according  to  the  usual  conrae  of 
business,  to  obtain  a  list  of  the  cars  and  their  destination,  so  that 
he  might  proceed  to  make  the  necessary  transfers  in  making  up  the 
outgoing  trains.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  car  inspectors,  two  of 
whom  were  employed  for  night  service,  to  inspect  all  cars  in  trains 
on  their  arrival.  The  plaintiff  had  been  in  the  employ  of  defend- 
ants a  little  more  than  two  weeks,  and  must  have  been  familiar  vith 
the  manner  in  which  the  business  was  carried  on  in  the  yard.  On 
the  night  in  question,  about  half  an  hour  after  the  arrival  of  the 
train  mentioned,  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  switching  and  distri- 
buting cars,  brought  an  unloaded  flat  car  from  the  wood  track  to 
the  main  track,  upon  which  the  box  car  we  have  referred  to  still 
stood,  and  undertook  to  couple  them.  Ilis  evidence  tends  to  show 
that  as  he  went  to  make  the  coupling,  and  while  the  cars  were  com- 
ing together  in  the  usual  way,  the  draw-bar  of  the  flat  car  struck 
and  overrode  the  draw-bar  of  the  box  car,  which  appeared  to  be 
loose  and  insecurely  supported,  and  dropped  down  when  struck  by 
the  approaching  car,  thas  permitting  the  two  cars  to  come  together 
and  intercept  the  plaintiff,  and  resulting  in  his  being  run  over  upon 
the  track,  and  in  causing  the  loss  of  a  leg,  which  was  necessarily 
amputated  above  the  knee. 

While  it  may  be  conceded,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  that 
from  the  circumstances  and  nature  of  plaintifi^ s  employment,  in 
which  cars  from  many  roads  were  brought  together  with  coupling 
attachments  of  different  heights  and  patterns,  he  would  assume  the 
ordinary  risks  of  the  service  from  such  causes,  we  think,  upon  the 
evidence,  the  question  was  fairly  for  the  jury  whether  the  accident 
occurred  from  such  causes,  or  from  the  fact  that  the  draw-bar  of 
the  box  car  was  insecurely  supported  and  in  an  unsafe  condition, 
from  neglect  to  repair  the  same.  Upon  this  issue  the  evidence  in 
plaintifTs  behalf,  among  other  things,  tended  to  show  that  the  strap 
or  carrying-iron  which  supported  the  draw-bar  was  worn,  weak, 
and  loose,  and  that  some  of  the  bolts  which  were  intended  to  keep 
this  iron  strap  in  place  were  loose  or  broken,  that  it  had  been  out 
of  repair  for  a  considerable  time,  and  the  defects  were  such  as  could 
readily  be  discovered  by  proper  inspection. 
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The  evidence  of  the  defective  condition  of  the  car,  which 
appears  to  have  been  previously  in  the  possession  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  the  Minneapolis  &  St.  Louis  Company  at  Minneapolis, 
and  during  its  transit  to  Albert  Lea,  a  distance  of  108  miles,  was 
received  and  submitted  to  the  jury  without  any  objection  or  sug- 
gestion that  the  liability  did  not  attach  equally  to  both  defendants 
for  any  negligence  in  respect  to  this  car  prior  to  its  arrival  at  Al- 
bert Lea.  This  point  is  now  suggested  for  the  first  time ;  but  we 
think,  under  the  circumstances,  the  attention  of  the  court  should 
have  been  called  to  this  matter  when  the  evidence  was  received,  or 
when  the  jury  were  instructed.  As  the  case  stands,  since  we  think 
there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  tending  to  show  a  joint  liability 
for  negligence  in  the  yard  at  Albert  Lea,  it  is  too  late  to  raise  the 
question  in  this  court  as  to  the  competency  or  su£5ciency  of  the 
evidence  of  previous  negligence  to  charge  the  defendants. 

Evidence  was  received,  under  the  defendant's  exception, 
showing  a  regulation  of  defendants  in  relation  to  the  inspection  of 
cars,  under  which  it  became  the  duty  of  the  car  inspectors,  if  any 
were  found  defective  or  in  need  of  repairs,  to  mark  them  so  as  to 
indicate  that  they  were  in  bad  order,  and  hence  not  to  be  sent  out, 
but  to  be  sent  to  the  repair  track.  We  think  this  evidence  was 
properly  received  upon  the  question  of  defendants'  liability  ;  for  if 
the  car  in  question  was  defective  and  unsafe,  which,  as  we  have 
seen,  was  for  the  jury,  then  such  regulation  was  binding  upon  the 
inspectors  as  representing  the  defendants  for  the  protection  of  em- 
ployees in  the  yard,  unless  it  should  appear  that  it  was  one  of  the 
risks  of  the  service  assumed  by  them  to  handle  cars  there  without 
regard  to  inspection,  or  their  condition,  or  any  notice  thereof.  It 
may  have  been  a  question  for  the  jury,  under  proper  instructions, 
to  determine  whether  or  not,  from  the  nature  of  the  service  in 
which  the  plaintiff  was  employed,  he  was  required  to  proceed  to 
switch  cars  and  make  up  trains  without  regard  to  inspection,  and 
without  waiting  for  it ;  but  instructions  of  this  character  were  not 
asked  or  given,  and  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  such  risk 
necessarily  attached  to  plaintiff* s  business,  and  was  hence  assumed 
by  him. 

The  position  taken  by  defendants'  counsel  at  the  trial  appears  te 
have  been  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  give  the  inspectors  the  neces- 
sary time  to  complete  their  work ;  and  the  case  was  submitted  to 
the  jury  under  instructions  given,  at  defendants'  request,  that if 
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be  did  not  do  so,"  or  if  he  did  not  know  or  huve  reason  to  believe 
that  all  the  cars  in  said  train  were  inspected  before  be  caused  them 
to  be  moved,  he  cannot  recover."  This  question  was  determined 
by  the  jurj  in  plaintiff* s  favor  upon  the  evidence. 

As  before  remarked,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  inspectors  to  examine 
cars  immediately  upon  their  arrival,  and  the  evidence  tends  to  prove 
that  it  was  their  practice  to  so  inspect  them  upon  the  track  before 
their  removal.  The  inspection  of  the  train  was,  in  fact,  so  made 
on  the  night  in  question.  There  is  some  conflict  in  the  testimoo; 
as  to  the  length  of  time  it  would  take  to  properly  inspect  such  a 
train  of  cars,  and  it  does  not  clearly  appear  how  much  time  had 
elapsed  before  the  injury  ;  the  plaintiff* s  recollection  being  that  it 
was  from  twenty-five  to  forty  minutes.  But  it  appears  that  the 
inspectors  had,  in  fact,  completed  their  work  before  the  accident 
The  negligence  of  the  inspectors  was  therefore  proper  to  be  con- 
sidered upon  the  question  of  the  defendants'  liability.  If  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  corporation  to  exercise  reasonable  diligence  to  supply 
suitable  and  safe  instrumentalities  for  the  use  of  its  servants  to 
work  with,  it  is  also  its  duty  to  use  like  diligence  to  keep  the  same 
in  proper  repair.  This  necessarily  involves  inspection  and  exami- 
nation as  incident  to  the  obligation  to  repair,  and,  as  a  corporation 
must  necessarily  act  through  agents,  the  negligence  of  its  employees 
in  the  discharge  of  such  duty  is  attributable  to  the  corporation : 
Solomon  Rd,  Co.  v.  Jones^  80  Eans.  601 ;  Railroad  Co,  v.  BoK 
29  Id.  149 ;  Brann  v.  Rd.  Co.,  58  Iowa  595  ;  PoHer  v.  Rl 
Co.,  71  Mo.  77,  78;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Jackson,  55  111.  492;  Cm- 
don  V.  Missouri  Pacific  Rd.  Co.,  78  Mo.  667  ;  Crispin  v.  Babbitt, 
81  N.  Y.  521;  Fuller  v.  Jewett,  80  Id.  52,  68;  Kirkpatrick  v. 
Rd,  Co.,  79  Id.  240 ;  Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  Id.  70,  71 ;  Durkin 
V.  Sharp,  88  Id.  227  ;  Murphy  v.  Rd.  Co.,  Id.  152 ;  .Danay.Rd^ 
Co.,  92  Id.  642  ;  Vosburgh  v.  Rd.  Co.,  94  Id.  380  ;  Kain  v.  Smitk 
25  Hun  149 ;  Wedgwood  v.  Rd.  Co.,  41  Wis.  483 ;  8.  c.  44  Id.  48, 
49;  Smith  v.  Rd.  Co.,  42  Id.  526;  Richardson^.  Great  Eatim 
Rd,  Co.,  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  Div.  342. 

In  Fuller  v.  Jewett,  supra,  it  is  said  by  the  court :  "  The  duty 
of  maintaining  machinery  in  repair  for  the  safety  of  employees  is 
the  same  in  kind  as  the  duty  of  furnishing  a  safe  and  proper  ma- 
chine in  the  first  instance;"  and  ''in  respect  to  such  act  or  duty, 
the  servant  who  undertakes  or  omits  to  perform  it  is  the  represent- 
ative of  the  master,  and  not  a  mere  co-servant  with  the  one  who 
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snstains  the  injury.*'    This  corresponds  to  the  language  of  the 
same  court  (CnuRcn,  C.  J.)  in  Flike  v.  Rd,  Co.,  53  N.  Y.  558, 
and  (FoLGER,  C.  J.)  in  Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  Id.  70,  71.  Substan- 
tially the  same  doctrine  is  adopted  by  this  court  in  Drymala  v. 
Thompson^  26  Minn.  41 ;  and  we  think  that  case  must  control  the 
disposition  of  the  question  under  consideration.    In  some  states 
the  courts  hold  that  this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  subordinate  employ- 
ees, as  in  the  case  of  ordinary  car  inspectors  at  the  transfer  yards, 
bat  that  the  latter  are  to  be  deemed  fellow- servants  of  other  employ- 
ees injured  through  their  negligence  :  Railroad  Cos,  Y,Wehb^  12 
Ohio  St.  494;  Little  Miami  Rd.  Co.  v.  Fitzpatrick,  41  Id.; 
Smoot  V.  Rd,  Co,s  67  Ala.  13,    The  rule  adopted  in  these  and 
other  cases  is  followed  in  Smith  v.  Rd,  Co.^  46  Mich.  258  ;  Mackin 
V.  Rd,  Co,y  135  Mass.  206,  as  applied  to  foreign  cars  in  transit,  which 
a  railway  company  is  obliged  by  law  to  draw  over  its  line.    In  the 
case  last  cited  the  court  say  by  way  of  explanation :  "  However  it 
may  be  as  to  other  cars,  the  inspectors  must  be  regarded  as  engaged 
in  a  common  employment  as  to  such  cars  while  in  transit,  and  until 
ready  to  be  inspected  for  a  new  service."  One  reason  given  is  that 
the  company  was  not  obliged  to  repair  such  cars.    That  question 
we  need  not  consider  in  this  case.    This  car  was  loaded  at  the  ter- 
minus of  the  line,  and  by  defendants'  own  regulations  was  required 
to  be  inspected,  and,  if  damaged,  to  be  properly  marked  to  indicate 
that  fact,  at  its  general  yard  at  Albert  Lea,  by  the  agents  of  the 
defendants  appointed  for  such  purpose. 

It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  a  general  rule  which  will  be  applicable 
in  practice,  and  define  accurately  the  limits  of  the  roaster's  liability 
in  this  class  of  cases.  But  if  the  special  duty  and  responsibility 
belong  to  the  car  inspector  to  examine  and  determine  whether  a 
car  is  unfit  for  service,  and  shall  be  so  marked  and  sent  to  the 
repair  track  or  shop,  it  is  difficult  to  discover  any  distinction  in  kind 
between  his  duty  and  that  of  the  mechanics  who  make  the  repairs. 
It  will  also  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  measure  of  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  company  is  reasonable  care,  which  must  be  determined 
by  the  circumstances  in  each  case.  Experience  in  the  competent 
and  practical  management  of  railroads  will  naturally  determine  the 
nature  and  frequency  of  inspections  which  ordinary  care  would 
require  should  be  made  between  the  intervals  of  the  more  minute 
examinations  at  the  general  repair  shops.  But  the  general  exami- 
nations which  experience  has  shown  practicable  and  necessary  to 
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be  made  of  cars  at  the  yards  designated  for  such  purpose,  without 
causing  undue  delay,  ^hile  in  the  course  of  transportation,  would 
at  least  include  such  patent  defects  as  would  be  readily  discoverable 
upon  inspection  by  a  competent  person  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  :  Richardson  v.  Oreat  Enstem  Rd.  Cb.,  supra. 

In  respect  to  patent  defects  in  the  coupling  apparatus,  brakes, 
wheels,  &c.,  we  may  assume  that  the  defendants  had  undertaken 
the  duty  of  inspection,  and  intrusted  it  to  the  proper  agents.  As 
a  rule,  also,  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  special  duties  of  such 
persons  and  the  service  of  other  employees  who  are  engaged  in 
handling  cars  and  operating  trains.  It  is  not  the  same  in  kind  as 
that  of  a  switchman,  brakeman  or  other  operative :  Wedgwood  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  44  Wis.  48 ;  Schultz  v.  Railroad  Co,,  48  Id.  381. 
The  service  of  the  former  class  relates  wholly  to  the  matter  of  the 
care  and  repair  of  machinery,  the  use  of  which  is  attended  with 
constant  danger  to  other  employees,  unless  maintained  in  a  safe 
condition  ;  and  they  represent  the  master,  not  in  the  capacity  of 
superior  officers  placed  over  other  epployees,  but  because  perform- 
ing the  master's  duty  in  respect  to  safe  instrumentalities.  Placing 
and  keeping  such  machinery  upon  the  road  in  actual  use,  would  be 
an  assurance  to  ordinary  servants  that  the  same  is  fit  and  safe,  in  so 
far  as  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  could  make  it :  Murphy 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  88  N.  Y.  152.  So,  in  the  matter  of  separating 
damaged  cars  from  those  remaining  in  use  with  a  view  to  repairs, 
the  cases  proceed  upon  the  principle  that  enough  must  have  been 
done  by  the  master  to  indicate,  in  conformity  with  some  proper  reg- 
ulations or  usage  of  the  company,  the  condition  or  character  of  such 
cars  for  the  protection  of  employees  who  are  to  handle  them :  Flan- 
nagan  v.  Railroad  Co.,  60  Wis.  471 ;  Watson  v.  Railroad  6V,58 
Tex.  439 ;  Fraker  v.  Railroad  Co.,  19  N.  W.  Rep.  361.  Andthenile 
that  the  corporation  is  bound  to  know  the  defective  condition  of  its 
cars  within  a  reasonable  time,  is  in  harmony  with  the  doctrine  that 
the  agents  charged  with  a  special  duty  of  looking  after  and  repairing 
its  cars  and  machinery,  pro  hac  vice  represent  the  master. 

As  before  stated,  this  case  does  not,  we  think,  differ  in  principle 
from  Drymala  v.  Thompson,  supra.  There  the  negligence  of  the 
section  foreman  engaged  in  repairing  the  track,  who  would  have 
otherwise  been  deemed  a  fellow- servant  with  the  injured  party,  was 
held  to  be  that  of  the  defendants,  and  it  would  have  constituted  no 
defence  that  the  company  had  employed  competent  men,  adopted 
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proper  regulations,  or  provided  suitable  materials,  and  an  adequate 
system  for  supervising  and  repairing  its  track.  On  the  other  band 
in  Broum  v.  Railroad  Co.,  27  Minn.  162,  a  road-master  engaged 
with  the  injured  party  in  operating  machinery  was  held  not  to  repre- 
sent the  company.  It  is  the  kind  of  service,  not  the  grade,  which 
distinguishes  these  two  cases.  The  one  related  to  maintaining  safe 
instrumentalities  ;  the  other,  to  the  use  of  them. 

The  application  of  the  rule,  as  well  as  the  question  of  the  degree 
of  risk  assumed  by  employees,  will,  of  course,  be  largely  influenced 
by  the  special  circumstances  of  any  particular  case.  A  nd  so,  as  to 
different  kinds  of  business,  the  amount  of  care  required,  and  the 
system  to  be  adopted  and  carried  out,  arc  to  be  determined  by  the 
circumstances  of  each  case,  depending  upon  the  nature  of  employ- 
ment, the  extent,  hazard  and  usages  of  the  business,  the  kind  of 
machinery  used,  and  the  risks  incident  thereto :  Kain  v.  Smith,  25 
Hun  149. 

A  witness  acquainted  with  plaintiff's  physical  condition,  though 
not  a  physician,  was  permitted  to  testify,  against  the  objection 
of  the  defendants,  to  the  state  of  plaintiff's  health  before  and  after 
the  accident,  and,  among  other  things,  that  he  had  since  had  a 
skin  disease.  As  he  merely  stated  facts  within  his  observation,  and 
expressed  no  opinion,  the  evidence  was  competent. 

The  application  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misconduct 
of  the  jury  was  made  upon  affidavits,  which  are  met  by  counter- 
affidavits,  and  was  thus  determined  upon  conflicting  evidence.  It 
also  appears  that  some  of  the  affidavits  on  plaintiff's  part  are  not 
returned  to  this  court.  We  see  no  reason,  therefore,  for  questioning 
the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  on  this  point : 
Peterson  v.  Faust,  30  Minn.  23.  So,  also,  as  respects  the  dam- 
ages, which  are  claimed  to  be  excessive  ;  the  question  was  within 
the  province  of  the  jury  to  determine ;  and  considering  the  nature 
of  the  injury,  the  ago  of  the  plaintiff,  extent  of  his  disability  and 
snffering,  we  are  unable  to  say  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  refusing 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  such  cause. 

Order  affirmed. 

Mitchell,  J.,  dissenting. — As  I  understand  the  facts  of  the  case, 
the  duty  of  these  *^car  inspectors"  was  simply  to  make  a  general 
cursory  examination  of  cars  en  route,  upon  the  arrival  at  the  yard, 
60  as  to  detect  any  patent  defects.    Their  duty  was  substantially 
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the  same  as  that  of  local  examiners,  employed  at  certain  interrah 
along  the  line  of  every  railroad,  who  makes  a  like  cursory  examin- 
ation of  the  cars  of  a  train  in  transit.  They  are  ordinary  servants 
of  the  company,  intrusted  with  no  general  control  or  discretion  in 
the  management  of  the  company's  business  or  any  department,  bnt 
simply  charged  with  the  performance  of  certain  special  executive 
duties  in  the  matter  of  such  local  inspection.  I  think  they  were 
mere  fellow-servants  with  those  employed  in  running  the  trains  or 
moving  the  cars. 

There  is  much  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  doctrine 
of  "common  employment'*  works  equitably,  as  applied  to  the  large 
business  enterprises  of  the  present  day,  with  their  numerous  de< 
partments  and  different  grades  of  service.  But  the  doctrine  has 
become  too  thoroughly  imbedded  in  the  jurisprudence  of  England 
and  this  country  to  be  disturbed  by  the  courts.  If  it  is  to  be 
changed,  it  must  be  by  the  legislature.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  if  car- 
ried to  its  logical  consequences,  goes  a  long  way  towards  breaking 
down  this  well-established  rule,  which  exempts  the  master  from  re- 
sponsibility for  injuries  to  his  servants  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
their  fellow-servants.  This  doctrine  has  been  so  much  and  so  often 
considered  in  the  books  that  it  would  be  useless  to  enter  upon  any 
general  discussion  of  it  at  this  time.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  con- 
fusion has  sometimes  arisen  from  a  misapprehension  or  misapplicsr 
tion  of  certain  maxims  or  rules  bearing  upon  this  subject. 

It  is  often  remarked  that  as  corporations  can  only  act  through 
natural  persons,  who  are  all  in  a  sense  servants  of  the  corpor- 
ation, to  hold  general  agents  or  superintendents,  to  whom  is  intrusted 
the  management  and  control  of  its  business,  to  be  fellow-servants 
with  all  subordinate  employees,  would  be  to  relieve  the  corporation 
of  all  liability  for  negligence.  It  seems  sometimes  to  be  inferred 
from  this  that  a  different  rule  as  to  such  liability  is  to  be  applied  to 
corporations  from  that  applied  to  natural  persons.  I  do  not  so 
understand  it.  In  every  business  there  must  be  some  natural  per 
son  to  whom  its  management  and  control  is  intrusted,  and  who  is 
therefore,  if  not  the  master  in  person,  the  representative  of  the 
master,  and  for  whose  acts  the  master  is  responsible.  If  a  natural 
person  intrusts  the  control  and  management  of  his  business  to  an 
agent,  such  agent,  is  the  alter  ego  of  the  master  precisely  as  if  the 
same  thing  be  done  by  a  corporation.    The  only  difference  is  that 
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in  the  case  of  a  corporation  there  must  be  such  a  representative, 
whereas  in  the  case  of  a  natural  person  there  may  not  be,  for  he  may 
manage  his  own  business  in  person.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  in 
either  case,  when  the  relation  of  the  employee  to  the  business  and 
the  master  is  the  same,  the  same  rule  must  be  applied  in  determin- 
ing whether  he  is  the  representative  of  the  master  or  merely 
a  fellow-servant  as  to  other  employees. 

Again,  a  familiar  rule  is  that  the  master  is  bound  to  use  ordinary 
care  in  furnishing  suitable  and  safe  instrumentalities  for  the  use  of 
his  servants.   Included  in  this  is  that  of  maintaining  them  in  a  safe 
condition.    Repairing  is,  in  a  sense,  furnishing.    And,  as  neces- 
sarily incident  to  the  duty  of    maintaining,''  is  the  duty  of  pro- 
viding an  adequate  system  of  inspecting,  examining  and  guarding 
these  instrumentalities.    It  is  also  the  rule  that  this  duty  of  fur- 
nishing and  maintaining  safe  instrumentalities  is  a  primary  duty 
of  which  the  master  cannot  relieve  himself  by  clothing  some  gen- 
eral agent  with  the  power,  and  charging  him  with  the  duty  of  mak- 
ing performance  for  him,  but  that  the  failure  of  such  agent  will  be 
the  &ilure  of  the  master.    This  rule  has  been  sometimes  under- 
stood as  meaning  that  the  master  is  responsible  to  his  servants  for 
the  negligence  of  every  employee,  however  subordinate  his  station, 
who  is  engaged  in  performing  the  most  common  executive  duties 
in  the  matters  of  repairing,  examining,  or  watching  the  instrumen- 
talities intended  for  the  use  of  other  servants.    I  think  this  is  a 
misapprehension  of  the  rule,  which  has  sometimes  arisen  from  los- 
ing sight  of  the  distinction  between  one  who  is  clothed  with  the 
powers  of  the  master  in  the  control  and  supervision  of  some  depart- 
ment of  the  business,  and  who  is  pro  hac  vice  the  representative  or 
alter  ego  of  the  master,  and  one  who  simply  performs  what  may  be 
termed  mere  executive  details. 

Of  course,  in  the  multitude  of  cases  on  this  subject  with  which 
the  f  eports  abound,  often  conflicting,  and  frequently  not  well  con- 
sidered, some  authority  can  be  found  for  almost  any  proposition. 
Bat  I  have  not  found  any  case  well  considered,  either  upon  prin- 
ciple or  upon  an  examination  of  the  authorities,  which  seems  to  me 
to  carry  the  rule  to  any  such  length.  I  find  no  support  for  it  in 
the  Ilnglish  cases.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts,  which 
is  one  of  the  few  whose  decisions  on  this  question  are  anything  like 
consistent,  or  seem  to  be  governed  by  some  uniform  principle,  has 
always  held  the  master  strictly  to  the  performance  of  this  primary 
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duty  of  exercising  ordinary  care  in  furnishing  and  maintaiolDg  safe 
instrumentalities  for  the  use  of  his  servants,  and  refused  to  permit 
him  to  shield  himself  behind  the  fact  that  he  had  clothed  some 
general  agent  with  the  power,  and  charged  him  with  the  duty  of 
performing  it.  This  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Ford  v.  Rd.  Co,, 
110  Mass.  240,  in  which  they  held  the  company  responsible  for 
the  negligence  of  the  masUr  mechanic  in  not  repairing  an  engine, 
he  having  entire  charge  of  that  department  of  the  business. 

But  the  distinction  which  I  have  alluded  to  is  distinctly  brought 
out  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Holden  v.  Railroad  Co.^  129  Mass. 
268,  in  which  the  reasons  and  limits  of  the  rule  and  the  authorities 
on  the  subject  are  ably  discusseed  by  Gray,  C.  J.,  and  in  which  it, 
is,  in  effect,  held  that  a  track  repairer  and  a  brakeman  are  fellow- 
servants.  Almost  as  a  corollary  from  this  last  decision  followed 
that  of  Mackin  v.  Railroad  Co.^  185  Mass.  206,  which  holds  that 
a  car  inspector  and  a  brakeman  employed  on  the  same  car  are  fel- 
low-servants,— a  case  entirely  analogous  to  the  present  one. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  fact  that  that  was  a  foreign  car  in 
transit  over  the  company's  road.  I  also  notice  the  caveat  in  regard 
to  that  which  the  court  put  into  their  opinion.  But,  whatever 
state  of  facts  they  might  have  had  in  mind  in  doing  so,  it  could  not 
have  been  anything  affecting  the  principle  involved  in  the  present 
case ;  for  it  seems  to  me  that  this  duty  of  casual  inspection  of  cars 
while  in  transit  must  be  the  same,  whether  the  car  is  a  foreign  one 
or  a  domestic  one. 

In  New  York  the  decisions  are  so  often  conflicting  that  the  value 
of  any  particular  one  largely  depends  upon  the  composition  of  the 
court  at  the  time,  or  the  ability  of  the  judge  who  wrote  the  opinion. 
The  primary  character  of  the  duty  of  the  master  to  furnish  safe 
instrumentalities  is  clearly  and  ably  defined  by  Folgeb,  J.,  in 
Laning  v.  Railroad  Co.,  49  N.  Y.  632.  But  the  limits  to  the  rule 
and  the  common  misapprehension  as  to  its  application  referred  to, 
are  very  clearly  brought  out  by  Allen,  J.,  in  Malone  v.  Hathaway^ 
64  N.  Y.  6.  The  distinction  between  a  general  agent  intrusted 
with  the  control  of  some  branch  or  department  of  the  business,  and 
who  therefore  represents  the  master,  and  a  servant  employed  to 
perform  some  special  duties  or  executive  details  in  the  same  depart- 
ment, is  also  pointedly  made  by  Folqbr,  J.,  in  Slater  v.  JewttU 
85  N.  Y.  61.  Neither  of  these  cases  has  ever  been  questioned  or 
criticised,  although  two  or  three  late  cases  in  the  same  court,  which 
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seem  not  very  carefully  considered,  appear  to  lay  down  a  somewhat 
different  rule,  but  without  much  discussion  or  reference  to  the 
authorities.  This  court  has  itself  recognised  the  same  distinction. 
In  Brown  v.  Minneapolis  ^  St.  L,  Ry.  Co.,  31  Minn.  553,  we 
held  that  a  station  agent  who  had  general  charge  of  the  tracks  in 
and  about  his  station,  and  whose  duty  it  was  to  keep  them  clear 
and  in  safe  condition  for  passing  trains,  was  a  fellow-servant  with 
an  engineer  on  such  a  train.  In  Roberts  v.  Railroad  Co,,  22  N.  W. 
Rep.  389,  decided  at  the  present  term,  we  held  that  a  switch-tender 
and  a  baggage-master  were  fellow-servants.  The  Drymala  Case^ 
26  Minn.  40,  is  not  in  conflict  with  this  distinction.  That  case 
was  decided  upon  the  ground  that  the  "'section  foreman,"  to  whom 
was  intrusted  the  duty  of  repairing  or  furnishing*'  the  track, 
was  the  representative  of  the  master ;  and  this  was  at  the  time, 
and  is  yet,  generally  considered  what  might  be  termed  a  "  border 
case."  , 

The  management  of  an  extensive  business,  like  that  of  operating 
a  railroad,  includes  so  many  departments  and  so  many  grades  of 
service  that  it  may  not  always  be  an  easy  matter  to  draw  the  line 
between  those  who  aro  to  be  deemed  "vice-principals,"  or  repre- 
sentatives of  the  master,  and  those  who  are  to  be  deemed  "  fellow- 
servante,"  as  to  other  employees ;  but  the  fact  of  such  a  distinction 
is  everywhere  recognised.  To  hold  that  the  master  is  responsible 
to  his  servants  for  the  negligence  of  every  employee  of  the  most 
subordinate  rank  who  is  engaged  in  the  department  of  repairing, 
examining,  watching  or  guarding  the  instrumentalities  used  by 
other  employees,  would  virtually  abrogate  the  whole  doctrine  of 
"common  employment."  There  is  hardly  an  employee  in  the  ser- 
vice of  any  railroad  whose  duties  do  not,  in  part  at  least,  relate  to 
the  matter  of  maintaining  in  safe  condition  the  track  or  rolling 
stock.  If  the  rule  be  that  all  these  pro  hac  vice  represent  the 
master,  and  are  performing  his  duty,  the  same  rule  must  be  applied 
to  all  masters  alike.  Such  a  rule,  if  applied  to  farmers,  manufac- 
turers, and  others,  would,  I  think,  effect  a  radical  change  in  what 
has  been  supposed  to  be  the  law.  And  yet  this  is,  I  think,  the 
logical  result  to  which  the  opinion  in  this  case  would  seem  to  lead ; 
for  I  can  see  no  distinction  in  principle  between  these  "  car  inspec- 
tors" and  switch-tenders;  station  agents,  guards,  watchmen,  and  the 
like,  in  so  far  as  their  duties  relate  to  maintaining  in  safe  condition 
the  machinery  and  other  instrumentalities  of  the  master,  designed 
to  be  used  by  his  employees. 
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SUPREME  COURT  OF  TUB  UNITED  STATES.* 
COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS  OF  NEW  JERSET.' 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  RHODE  ISLAND.* 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  VERMONT.* 

Action.    See  Corporation, 

When  Local —  Trespass — Practice. — Trespass  on  the  freehold  will  not 
lie  in  this  state  for  a  trespass  committed  on  lauds  in  MassacbusetU: 
Niles  V.  Howe,  bl  Vt. 

Objection  to  the  jurisdiction  may  be  raised  at  any  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings by  motion  to  dismiss :  Id, 

Agent.    See  Partnership, 

Attachment.    See  Mortgage. 

Bills  and  Notes.    See  Contract ;  Executors  and  Administraton. 

Seal  of  Corporation — Effect  of. — A  promissory  note  in  the  ordinary 
form  given  by  a  corporation  had  on  it  when  produced  in  court  a  paper 
seal.  No  vote  of  the  corporation  authorized  the  seal ;  the  note  did  not 
purport  to  be  under  seal ;  the  seal  was  not  the  corporate  seal;  and  the 
treasurer  of  the  corporation  who  was  a  witness  in  the  case  did  not  admit 
putting  iton  the  note  :  Held,  that  the  seal  must  be  disregarded  as  mere 
excess      Mackay  v.  Saint  Mary's  Church,  15  R.  I. 

Conflict  of  Laws.    See  Mortgage. 

Contract. 

Consideration — Guaranty — Endorsement  of  Nbte  after  Mntuniy— 
Statute  of  Frauds. — After  a  note  had  matured,  but  was  still  held  by  the 
payee,  two  sons  of  the  maker,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  payee  not 
to  pass  the  note  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  and  to  give  further 
time  for  payment,  placed  their  names  under  that  of  their  father  already 
upon  the  note  :  Held,  1.  That  there  was  a  good  consideration  to  support 
their  contract,  which  was  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  note  upon  demand. 
2.  That  their  contract  was  not  within  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  :  Freeh  v.  Yawger,  18  Vroom. 

What  not  an  Abandonment  of— Estoppel — By  a  written  memorandum 
A.  agreed  to  buy,  and  the  B.  company  to  sell,  1000  tons  of  old  rails, 
delivery  to  be  before  August  Ist,  and  also  two  to  six  hundred  tons  for 
delivery  between  August  1st  and  October  Ist.  The  contract  was  dated 
January  3 Ist  1880,  and  was  signed  by  the  vice-pre.sident  for  the  company, 


1  Prepared  expressly  for  the  American  Law  Register,  from  the  original  opinions 
filed  daring  October  Term  1884.  The  cases  will  proljably  appear  in  115  U.  S.  Rep. 
«  From  G.  D.  W.  Vroom,  Eaq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  18  Vroom. 
•  From  Arnold  Green,  Ksq.,  Rejcirter  ;  to  appear  in  15  R.  I.  Rep. 
«  From  Edwin  L.  Palmer,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  57  Vt.  Sep. 
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and  he  had  full  authority  to  make  it.  On  February  17th  the  vice-pres- 
ident wrote  to  A.,  inclosing  a  minute  of  a  resolution  purportinj*  to  have 
been  passed  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the  company  on  February 
16th,  confirming  the  contract,  but  specifying  2000  lbs.  as  the  ton  con- 
templated. On  February  28th,  A.  replied  to  this  letter  saying  that  the 
sale  was  an  absolute  and  final  unconditional  sale,"  and  that  the  number 
of  pounds  per  ton  was  to  be  2240.  This  was  the  number  understood 
between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract.  No  reply  was 
made  to  the  last  letter,  which  ended  with  "  we  hope  to  hear  from  you  at 
your  early  convenience,"  until  June  14th,  when  the  company  wrote 
tendering  1000  tons  of  2240  lbs.  By  that  time  the  price  of  old  rails 
had  fallen  :  Heldy  that  the  contract  was  in  full  force,  and  that  the  com- 
pany was  not  estopped  from  setting  it  up  against  A. :  Wheeler  v.  New 
Brunswick,  <fec.,  Railroad  Co.,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Corporation.   See  Bills  and  Notes, 

Tort — Defences — Ultra  Vires — Tortious  Act  of  Emphyee. — A  corpo- 
ration cannot  defend  itself,  in  an  action  for  a  tort  done  by  it,  on  the 
ground  that  the  business  in  the  prosecution  of  which  the  tort  was  done 
was  ultra  vires :  N  Y.,  L.  E.  and  Western  Ry.  Co.  v.  Hating,  18  Vroom. 

The  plaintiff  was  injured  by  the  mismanagement  of  u  street  horse- 
car.  The  defendant  contended  that  even  if  the  jury  found  that  it  ran 
such  horne-cars  that,  as  it  had  no  franchise  so  to  do,  it  could  not  be  lia- 
ble U>  the  action  :  Held,  such  defence  was  untenable  :  Id, 

An  agent  of  the  railroad  company  ejected,  with  unnecessary  violence, 
a  passenger  from  the  cars  :  Held^  the  company  was  liable  for  the  hurts 
to  the  passenger  done  in  the  course  of  such  ejection :  Id, 

Liability  of,  for  a  CUnm  against  the  Corporation  it  succeeded. — A 
steamship  company  transferred  its  ships  and  other  property  to  another 
company  organized  to  succeed  it,  and  the  officers  of  the  old  company 
became  officers  in  the  new  company,  and  the  business  went  on  under 
their  direction.  After  the  transfer  a  man  was  killed  by  a  collision 
between  canal  boats  and  one  of  the  steamships  transferred  to  the  new 
company.  His  widow  sued  the  old  company  and  obtained  a  judgment 
against  it :  Held^  that  the  property  transferred  to  the  new  company  could 
not  be  subjected  in  equity  to  the  payment  of  this  judgment :  Gray  v. 
National  Steamship  Co,,  S.  0.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

Divorce. 

Effect  of  Articles  of  Separation — Domicile. — Articles  of  separation 
by  husband  and  wife  which  contain  no  express  stipulation  against  divorce 
are  not  per  se  a  bar  to  a  divorce  prayed  for  by  the  injured  party  for 
causes  existing  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  articles  :  Fosdick  v.  Fos- 
dick,  15  R.  I. 

That  the  liberal  divorce  law  of  this  state  influenced  a  petitioner  for 
divorce  to  come  here  does  not  make  him  any  the  less  a  domiciled  inhab- 
itant of  the  state,  if  he  came  here  bona  fide  to  reside  permanently  and 
not  merely  to  obtain  a  divorce  and  then  return  to  his  former  home :  Id, 

Equity. 

Bin  to  remove  Cloud  on  Title — Complainant  out  of  Possession. — 
Equity  will  not  interfere  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  title  in  favor  of  a  party 
Vou  XXXIII.— 86 
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out  of  possession,  claiming  under  a  legal  title,  against  his  antagonist  who 
is  in  possession  under  the  written  title  which  makes  the  cloud.  The 
remedy  at  law  is  sufficient :  Weaver  v.  Arnoldj  15  R.  I. 

Practice — Decree  against  a  Co-complainant — Froceedings  on  N&c 
Issues  after  final  Decree, — If  one  complainant  can,  under  any  circum- 
stances, have  a  decree  against  another  upon  a  supplemental  or  amended 
bill,  it  must  be  upon  notice  to  the  latter :  Smith  v.  Wool/olky  S.  C.  U. 
S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

After  a  decree  disposing  of  the  issues  and  in  accordance  with  the 
prayer  of  a  bill  has  been  made,  it  is  not  competent  for  one  of  the  par- 
ties, without  a  seryice  of  new  process  or  appearance,  to  institute  further 
proceedings  on  new  issues  and  for  new  objects,  although  coDnected  with 
the  subject-matter  of  the  original  litigation,  by  merely  giving  the  new 
proceedings  the  title  of  the  original  cause  :  Id. 

Errors  and  Appeals. 

Creditor's  Bill — Appeal  to  the  Svprenie  Court  of  the  United  States 
— Separate  Decrees  for  less  than  85000  each, — Where  on  final  hearing 
on  a  creditor's  bill  defendants  were  adjudged  to  pay  to  the  complainants 
respectively  certain  sums  of  money,  some  of  which  were  less  than  $5000, 
and  defendants  appealed,  Held^  that  the  decrees  were  several,  and  the 
appeal  must  be  dismissed  as  to  all  of  the  appellees  to  each  of  whom  the 
amount  adjudged  to  be  paid  did  not  exceed  $5000  :  Stewart  v.  Dmhm^ 
S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

£yiD£NGS.    See  Partnership, 

Party  as  Witness — Previous  Conviction  of  Felony, — A  defendant  in 
proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  who  testifies  in  his  own  behalf  maj  be 
impeached  like  any  other  witness  by  showing  his  previous  conviction  of 
a  felony  :  Stajt^  v.  McGvire,  15  R.  I. 

Contradictory  Declarations — Foundation  for  the  Introduction  o/.^ 
Contradictory  declarations  of  a  witness,  whether  oral  or  in  writing,  made 
at  another  time,  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  impeachment  until 
the  witness  has  been  examined  upon  the  subject,  and  his  attention  par- 
ticularly directed  to  the  circumstances  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  him  fall 
opportunity  for  explanation  or  exculpation,  if  he  desires  to  make  it:  The 
Charles  Morgan,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

If  the  contradictory  declaration  is  in  writing,  questions  as  to  its  eon- 
tents,  without  the  production  of  the  instrument  itself,  are  ordinarily 
inadmissible.  Circumstances  may  arise,  however,  which  will  excuse  ita 
production.  All  the  law  requires  is  that  the  memory  of  the  witness 
shall  be  so  refreshed  by  the  necessary  inquiries  as  to  enable  him  to  ex- 
plain, if  he  can  and  desires  to  do  so;  whether  this  has  been  done  is  for 
the  court  to  determine  before  the  impeaching  evidence  is  admitted:  Z^- 

Executor  and  Administrator.. 

Authority  as  to  Property  in  Foreign  Jurisdiction — Endonemff^^ 
Note — Transfer  by  one  only. — A.  died  in  Connecticut  and  letters  of  ad- 
ministration on  his  estate  were  taken  out  in  Connecticut.   There  were 
no  claims  in  Rhode  Island  against  the  estate  of  A.:  Beld^  that  the  Con- 
necticut administrator  could  transfer  and  endorse  a  promissory  note  duo 
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the  estate  of  A.  so  as  to  eoable  the  eadorsee  to  bring  suit  on  the  note 
in  Rhode  Island  :  Mackny  v.  Saint  Mary'z  Church,  15  R.  I. 

Promissory  notes  given  to  two  joint  administrators  for  a  debt  due  to 
the  estate  of  the  intestate  may  be  transferred  and  endorsed  by  one  of 
the  administrators :  Id. 

Former  Recovery. 

Negligence — Defeat  of  Plaintiff  in  Former  Action  against  Others  for 
same  Tort, — A.  claiming  to  be  injured  by  collision  with  certain  teams 
left  in.  a  highway  by  B.  brought  an  action  against  B.  to  recover  damages 
for  his  injuries.  In  this  action  B.  obtained  judgment.  A.  then  brought 
an  action  against  the  town  in  which  the  highway  was  situated  to  recover 
damages  for  his  injuries,  charging  the  town  with  negligence  in  permitting 
the  highway  to  be  unsafe.  The  town  pleaded  in  bar  the  judgment 
recovered  by  B.  against  A.  alleging  that  B.  caused  the  defect  complained 
of.  To  this  plea  A.  demurred :  Held,  that  the  plea  was  good  and  that 
the  demurrer  should  be  overruled  :  Held,  further,  that  A.  by  the  judg- 
ment which  B.  recovered  against  him  was  estopped  from  suing  the  town : 
Hill  V.  Bain,  15  R.  I. 

Fraud.    See  Will. 
Frauds,  Statute  op.    See  Contract. 

Guaranty.    See  Contract, 
Husband  and  Wife.    See  Divorce. 
Infant. 

Avoidance  of  Contract. — The  defendant  while  an  infant  executed  the 
note  in  contention  for  a  horse  ;  and  before  he  attained  his  majority 
rescinded  the  contract,  tendered  the  horse  to  the  payee — which  was 
refused — and  demanded  the  note  :  Held,  in  an  action  on  the  note,  that 
the  defendant  could  avoid  his  contract  while  under  age  and  that  the 
avoidance  and  tender  annulled  it  on  both  sides  ah  initio:  Hoyt  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 57  Vt. 

Landlord  and  Tenant 

Dnty  of  Tenant  to  repair  adjoining  Fence — Nuisance  on  Premises 
when  Ijeased. — It  is  the  duty  of  a  farm  tenant  by  force  of  law  to  make 
all  needed  current  repairs  on  the  fences ;  and  if  they  are  not  kept  in 
lawful  condition  it  is  his  fault,  and  not  the  landlord's ;  and  an  action 
cannot  be  maintained  against  the  landlord  by  an  adjoining  land  owner, 
whose  colt  escaped  through  an  insufficient  division  fence,  and  strayed 
on  the  railroad  track,  and  was  there  injured.  And  this  is  so  although 
the  fence  was  in  the  same  condition  at  the  time  of  the  accident  as  when 
the  tenant  went  into  possession  :  Blood  v.  Spaulding,  57  Vt. 

Libel. 

Charges  against  Public  Officer — Malice — Presumption. — Certain  citi- 
sens  presented  to  the  town  council  of  their  town  a  request  that  K.  might 
he  removed  from  his  office  of  constable  because :  firstly,  said  K.  is  a 
man  utterly  devoid  of  principle^  and  uses  his  office  more  for  the  purpose 
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of  wreak iDg  his  personal  spite  than  for  the  peace  and  harmooy  of  the 
cornniunitj  ;  secondly,  said  K.  is  wholly  ignorant  of  the  daties  of  his 
office;  thirdly,  said  K.  has  at  various  times  heretofore  maliciously  aod 
wickedly  assaulted  and  arrested  sundry  persons  who  were  entirely  inno- 
cent of  the  charges  charged  hy  him  against  them Whereupon  K. 
brought  an  action  for  libel  against  the  citizens,  and  at  the  trial  intro- 
duced evidence  to  show  that  the  statements  of  the  request  were  false: 
Hdfly  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  without  affirmative  proof, 
which  was  not  produced,  of  express  malice :  Bdd^  further,  that  proof 
of  the  mere  falsity  of  the  statements  would  not  support  the  action  :  UMy 
further,  that  the  statements  were  not  such  as,  if  proved  untrue,  to  imply 
actual  malice :  Kent  v.  Bongartz^  15  R.  1. 

Limitations,  Statute  op.    See  Mortgage, 

Master  and  Servant.    See  Negligence, 

Negligence — Injury  to  Passenger  hy  Vehicle —  Contributory  Negligence 
of  Driver. — A.  hired  a  coach  and  horses,  with  a  driver,  from  B.,io  take 
his  family  on  a  particular  journey.  In  the  course  of  the  journey,  in 
crossing  the  track  of  a  railroad,  the  coach  was  struck  by  a  passing  train 
and  A.  was  injured.  In  an  action  by  A.  against  the  railroad  company 
for  damages.  Held,  that  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  did  not  exist 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  driver,  and  that  the  negligence  of  the 
driver,  co-operating  with  that  of  the  persons  in  charge  of  the  train 
which  caused  the  accident,  was  not  imputable  to  the  plaintiff  as  contribu- 
tory negligence  to  bar  his  action  :  N  Y,,  L.  E.  and  Western  Rd,  Co,  v. 
Steinbrenner^  18  Vroom. 

A  passenger  in  a  hired  coach  niay,  by  words  or  conduct  at  the  time, 
so  sanction  or  encourage  a  special  act  of  rash  or  careless  driving  u  to 
commit  an  act  of  negligence  which  will  debar  him  from  a  suit  against  a 
third  person  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the  co-operating  negligence  of 
both  parties.  But  for  whatever  purpose  the  negligence  is  invoked— 
whether  as  a  cause  of  action  for  an  injury  done  by  the  driver,  or  as  con- 
tributory negligence  to  bar  an  action  by  the  passenger  against  a  third 
person  for  an  injury  sustained — the  negligence,  to  be  imputed  to  the 
passenger,  must  be  such  as  arises  in  some  manner  from  his  own  conduct. 
The  negligence  of  the  driver,  without  some  co-operating  negligence  on 
his  part,  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  passenger  in  virtue  of  the  simple  act 
of  hiring :  Id. 

Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  114,  disapproved  :  Id, 

Mines  and  Mining. 

Location  of  Claim — Grant  of  Patent  for  part  of  Land  to  anothr.^ 
The  grant  of  a  patent  by  the  TJnited  States  for  land  located  or  claimed 
for  valuable  deposits,  is  a  determination  binding  on  a  rival  cloini*"^ 
whether  he  assert  his  claim  or  not;  and  if  the  patent  includes  tbatp&ij^ 
of  the  rival's  claim  wherein  was  situated  his  disco  very  shafl,  where  a" 
his  labor  was  done,  his  whole  location  falls,  and  the  part  thereof 
included  in  the  patent  is  open  to  exploration,  and  subject  to  claiio 
for  new  discoveries :  Grwittim  v.  DonnelUon,  S.  0.  U.  S.,  Oct.  T^^^ 
1884. 
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MORTQAOE. 

Chattel  Mortgage —  Validity  of- — Effect  of  removal  of  to  another  State 
— Attachment. — The  mode  of  alienation  of  personal  property  is  governed 
bj  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  owner  resides,  and  where  the  property 
is  situated,  and  is  not  affected  by  the  rule  requiring  a  change  of  posses- 
sion ;  thus,  a  chuttel  mortgage  executed  in  New  York,  and  valid  there,  is 
valid  here  when  the  owner  comes  into  thia  state  with  the  property  : 
Norru  v.  Sowles,  57  Vt. 

Afler  breach  of  condition  the  mortgagor  has  no  attachable  interest  in 
the  property :  Id, 

Record — Failure  to  Index — Limitations,  Statute  of — Effect  of  Pay- 
ment.— An  index  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  record  of  a  mort- 
gage ;  thus,  the  mortgage  in  question  was  recorded,  but  no  index  was 
made ;  a  subsequent  mortgage  was  executed  and  assigned  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  purchased  without  notice ;  held,  that  the  first  mortgage  was 
superior  to  the  second,  and  could  be  foreclosed :  Barrett  v.  Prentisa^ 
57  Vt. 

Payment  by  the  mortgagor  after  he  had  sold  and  quit  possession, 
rebuts  the  presumption  of  payment  arising  from  lapse  of  time,  not  only 
as  to  him,  but  his  grantees  affected  with  constructive  notice  of  the  mort- 
gage: Id, 

Neolioenge.    See  Former  Recovery ;  Master  and  Servant, 

Concurrence  of  Negligence  and  Accidental  Cause, — When  a  traveller 
on  a  highway  is  injured,  and  the  injury  results  from  a  combination  of 
two  causes,  both  proximate,  one  a  defect  in  the  highway  and  the  other 
a  natural  cause  ur  a  pure  accident,  the  town  is  liable  in  damages  to  the 
injured  traveller,  provided  his  injury  would  not  have  been  sustained  but 
for  the  defect  in  the  highway :  Hampsonv.  Tnylor,  15  R.  I. 

A.,  injured  by  falling  on  a  highway  which  had  been  washed  away  in 
gullies  and  was  slippery  with  frozen  sleet,  brought  an  action  for  dautages 
against  the  town.  At  the  trial  the  presiding  judge  charged  the  jury  : 
**  If  the  sidewalk  where  the  accident  happened  was  so  defective  as  to  ren- 
der the  town  liable  in  case  an  accident  had  happened  by  reason  of  the 
defect  in  the  absence  of  the  obstruction  caused  by  the  ice,  and  this  acci- 
dent happened  by  reason  of  such  defect,  and  would  not  have  happened 
but  for  it,  then  the  town  is  liable  even  though  the  ice  was  one  of  the 
proximate  causes  of  the  accident:'*  Held^  no  error  :  Id, 

Independent  Contractor. — The  plaintiff's  horse  was  frightened  at  a 
steam  shovel,  and  ran,  throwing  the  plaintiff  out  of  his  carriage,  who 
thereby  received  the  injury  complained  of.  The  shovel  was  located  on 
the  defendant's  land  and  used  to  obtain  gravel  to  ballast  its  road-bed  near 
the  highway  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  travelling.  The  defendant's  evi- 
dence tended  to  show  that  the  shovel  was  operated  and  wholly  controlled 
by  one  M.,  an  independent  contractor  and  his  servants,  although  its  use 
was  contemplated  when  the  contract  was  made  ;  and  the  question  being 
whether  the  defendant  or  M.  was  liable,  the  court  charged  in  effect  that 
the  defendant's  liability  was  co-extensive  with  that  of  M  ,  if  it  was  part 
of  the  agreement  that  the  shovel  should  be  used  in  doing  the  work : 
UeUl,  error :  that  the  work  beifig  lawful,  and  the  shovel  not  a  nuis- 
ance, until  it  became  so  by  negligent  use,  the  defendant  was  not  liable 
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unless  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed  between  it  and  thoM 
operating  the  shovel ;  unless  it  not  only  prescribed  the  end,  bnt  directed 
the  means  and  methods;  and  that  the  inquiry  was,  whether  the  defend- 
ant or  M.  was  the  principal  or  master  in  operating  the  shovel;  if  M., and 
it  became  a  nuisance  through  his  negligence,  he  alone  was  liable,  although 
it  was  understood  by  the  defendant,  in  making  the  contract,  that  the 
shovel  was  to  be  used  :  Bailey  v.  Troy  &  Boston  Railroad  Co.^  57  Vt. 

Railroad — Precautions  required  in  Places  of  Extra  Danger — Miiiaht 
of  Traveller  in  Moment  of  Peril. — Where  a  railroad  company  has 
created  extra  danger  it  is  bound  to  use  extra  precaution  ;  and  if  the  track 
is  put  in  a  position  where  the  trains,  when  close  to  their  transit  orer  a 
public  street  or  road,  cannot  be  seen,  that  is  an  extra  danger  calling  for 
more  than  ordinary  cautionary  signals :  N.  JT.,  L.  E.  ami  Western  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Randely  18  Vroom. 

It  was  not  error  in  the  court,  in  such  a  case,  to  refuse  to  charge  that 
under  the  circumstances  the  company  had  discharged  its  whole  daty  to 
those  of  the  public  who  had  occasion  to  use  the  track  at  that  place,  hy 
merely  ringing  the  bell  at  the  crossing :  Id. 

Where  a  traveller  was  crossing,  in  a  wagon,  the  tracks  of  a  railroad 
in  a  place  of  extra  danger,  and  the  flagman  did  not  notify  him  of  the 
coming  of  the  train  until  after  he  had  begun  to  cross  the  tracks,  and  the 
traveller  then  misunderstood  the  warning  and  went  forward  when  he 
ought  to  have  retreated  :  Held,  that  such  misunderst^anding  should  not, 
under  the  circumstances,  be  imputed  to  him  as  negligence :  Id. 

Partnership. 

When  not  dissolved  hy  Death — Agent —  Obligation  of  Contract  hy-^ 
Declarations  of. — While  the  death  of  a  partner  generally  works  the  dis- 
solution of  a  partnership,  it  does  not  have  that  effect  when  the  partner- 
ship contract  shows  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  give  it  a  continning 
existence ;  as  when  it  takes  the  form  of  a  joint  stock  association,  with 
transferrible  shares,  officers,  records,  and  a  general  agent  to  transact  the 
business :  McNeish  v.      S.  EuUess  Oat  Co.,  57  Vt. 

It  is  for  the  jury  to  determine,  on  a  reasonable  construction  of  the 
articles  of  agreement,  interpreted  by  the  kind  of  business  contempl^^^ 
and  the  manner  of  transacting  it,  whether  the  intention  was  that  the 
partnership  should  be  continuing,  or  dissolved  by  the  death  of  a  partner: 
Id. 

Dealing  in  hulless  oats  was  the  main  business  of  the  partnership* 
under  the  control  of  a  general  agent,  with  a  provision  that  its  "  rf*^^ 
were  to  be  kept  secret :  Held,  that  partners  might  be  liable  for  common 
oats  purchased  by  an  agent,  although  it  was  not  proved  that  they  1^°^]^ 
of  the  transaction ;  and  that  it  was  their  duty  to  see  to  it,  that  their 
agents  transacted  no  business  outside  the  scope  of  the  partnership  ^ 

What  the  agent  said  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  the  sale  as  to  ffho 
the  partners  were  and  what  was  their  responsibility,  was  adniifisil^'® 
evidence :  Id. 

Power. 

Renunciation  by  one  of  two  D<mees  of  Power — Authority  of  oth^  ^ 
Execute. — When  a  power,  coupled  with  a  trust  is  given  to  two  or  Tnoit 
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persons  to  be  executed  by  them  jointly,  and  one  renounces,  the  other 
or  others  may  execute  the  power  as  if  originally  given  only  to  them,  that 
the  trust  may  not  fail  nor  suffer  delay  :  Petition  of  William  M.  Bailey, 
15  R.  L 

A.  by  will  devised  and  bequeathed  his  estate  to  B.  and  C.  in  trust,  to 
sell,  to  invest  the  proceeds,  and  to  use  the  income  for  his  daughters 
during  their  lives,  with  remainder  over.  In  case  of  the  death,  refusal 
or  inability  of  one  of  the  trustees,  the  testator  desired  the  other  to  fill 
the  vacancy.  One  of  the  trustees  refused  the  trust ;  the  other  did  not 
make  an  appointment  in  his  stead,  but  alone  made  sales  and  gave  deeds 
of  the  devised  realty :  ffelJ^  that  the  sales  and  deeds  so  made  and  given 
by  the  one  trustee  were  valid  :  Id, 

Pragtioe.    See  Equity, 

Railroad.    See  Negligence, 

Reoord.    See  Mortgage. 

Seal.    See  Bills  and  Notes, 

Surety. 

Effect  of  Decree  against  Principal. — A  surety  of  a  receiver  in  chan- 
cery held  to  be  concluded  in  a  suit  at  law  on  the  bond,  by  the  amount 
found  due  on  an  account  taken  in  chancery,  he  having  by  due  notice, 
had  an  opportunity  to  intervene  in  the  taking  of  such  account :  Ball  v. 
The  Chancellor,  18  Vroom. 

Official  Bond — Duties  imposed  by  Law. — Sureties  on  the  official  bond 
of  a  city  clerk,  who  by  the  city  charter  is  also  ex  officio  register  of 
licenses  of  the  city,  are  liable  for  the  embezzlement  by  him  of  license 
fees  received  by  him  as  such  register  of  licenses  :  Van  Valkenhergh  v. 
The  Mayor  of  Paterson,  18  Vrooni. 

A  surety  upon  an  official  bond  must  be  held  to  have  contracted  with 
reference  to  the  obligations  devolved  upon  his  principal  by  law :  Jd, 

Trespass.   See  Action, 
Trial. 

Limiting  Time  for  Speeches, — It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to 
limit  the  time  to  be  occupied  by  counsel  in  addressing  the  jury,  and 
unless  that  discretion  is  so  exercised  as  practically  to  deny  to  the  accused 
his  constitutional  right  to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel,  it  is  not  error : 
Sullivan  v.  The  State,  18  Vroom. 

Trover. 

Animals  ferm  natursR — Title  to, — Bees  are  animals  ferse  naiurst  and 
until  reclaimed  are  only  owned  raiione  soli:  Rexroth  v.  Coon,  15  R.  I. 

In  obtaining  possession  of  an  animal  ftrx  naturse  no  title  is  gained 
by  one  who  when  so  obtaining  possession  is  a  trespasser :  Jd, 

A.,  without  B.'s  permission,  put  upon  a  tree  on  B.'s  land  an  empty 
box  for  bees  to  hive  in.  The  box  remained  there  more  than  two  years, 
when  C.  took  the  box  down,  took  out  a  swarm  of  bees  and  replaced  the 
box.  A.,  after  demand  upon  C,  brought  trover  against  C.  for  the  value 
of  the  bees,  honey  and  honey  comb  :  Held,  that  A.  could  not  maintain 
his  action  against  C. :  Id. 
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Trust.    See  Power, 

United  States. 

Customs  Duties —  Value  of  Foreign  Coins, — The  value  of  foreign  coins, 
tts  ascertained  by  the  estimate  of  the  director  of  the  miut,and  proclaimed 
by  the  secretary  of  the  treasury,  on  the  1st  day  of  January  in  each 
year,  in  accordance  with  sect.  3564  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  is  conclusive  upon  custom  house  officers  and  importers: 
Hadden  v.  Memtt,  S.  C.  U.  S.,  Oct.  Term  1884. 

United  States  Courts.    See  Errors  and  Appeals. 
Will. 

Fraudulent  consent  of  Heirs  to  set  aside  Will  to  avoid  J>yacy.— When  a 
testator  devises  his  real  estate  to  his  heirs,  and  in  the  same  will  gives  cer- 
tain sums  of  money  to  persons  who  are  not  his  heirs,  making  the  payment 
of  the  legacy  a  charge  on  the  land,  it  is  a  fraud  for  the  heirs,  by  agree- 
ment exclusively  between  themselves,  to  procure  the  county  court  to 
render  a  judgment  disallowing  the  will — the  case  being  thereon  appeal 
from  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  establishing  the  will — and  then  to 
divide  the  estate  solely  among  themselves,  ignoring  the  rights  of  leg- 
atees to  whom  money  had  been  willed,  who  were  minors  and  nnrepre- 
sented.  And  in  such  a  case  the  court  of  chancery  has  jurisdiction  and, 
the  land  still  being  in  the  possession  of  the  heir,  has  power  to  charge 
the  legacy  upon  it,  and  this  on  the  ground  of  fraud  :  Wetherbee  v.  Chase, 
57  Vt. 
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THE  POWER  OF  AN  ADMINISTRATOR  WITH  THE 
WILL  ANNEXED  OVER  HIS  TESTATOR'S  REAL 
ESTATE. 

In  many  of  the  states  of  the  Union,  there  are  statutes  granting 
powers  to  and  imposing  duties  upon  administrators  cum  teatamento 
annezOy  with  regard  to  the  care  and  disposition  of  the  real  estate 
of  the  testator.  While  this  power  and  authority  is  purely  statutory 
in  its  character,  still  there  are  certain  general  features  that  prevail 
in  most  all  of  these  statutes,  so  that  it  is  a  subject  that  is  of  more 
than  local  importance.  There  is  no  collection  or  statement  of  the 
decisions  of  the  different  courts  construing  and  applying  these  stat- 
utes, so  far  as  this  writer  knows.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  article 
to  present  a  few  points  on  this  matter. 

§  1.  Authority  of  Executors  and  Administrators  at  Common  Law 
over  Decedent's  Realty. — At  common  law  an  administrator  took 
no  interest  in  the  real  estate  of  the  decedent,  nor  did  an  executor, 
unless  by  force  of  the  provisions  of  his  testator's  will.  An  admin- 
istrator is  merely  the  agent  or  trustee  of  the  estate  of  the  decedent, 
acting  immediately  under  the  direction  of  the  law  prescribing  his 
duties,  regulating  his  conduct,  and  limiting  his  power :  Collamore 
V.  Wilder,  19  Kans.  67,  78;  s.  c.  17  Am.  L.  R.  (N.  S.)  135.  He  has 
no  authority  over  the  realty  of  the  intestate  except  to  sell  in  pursu- 
ance of  an  order  of  sale  properly  issued  by  a  court  of  competent 
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jurisdiction.  Having  no  general  authority,  he  mast  strictly  com- 
ply  with  the  law :  Broadwater  v.  Richards^  4  Mont.  80,  84. 

An  executor  and  administrator  at  common  law,  after  the  grant- 
ing of  letters  of  administration,  had  essentially  the  same  powers: 
Wms.  on  Exr's  610.  But  these  powers  pertaining  to  the  respective 
offices,  only  extended  to  the  personal  estate.  So,  it  has  been 
held,  that  an  administrator  as  such  cannot  maintain  a  bill  in  equity 
to  remove  a  cloud  from  the  title  to  realty  :  Smith  v.  McConneUj  17 
111.  135.  Nor  is  he  authorized,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  adminis- 
tration, to  lease  the  real  estate  of  his  intestate  :  2Vrry  v.  Fergu- 
son^ 8  Port.  500.  Neither  can  an  executor,  as  such,  sell  the  lands 
of  his  testator,  unless  directed  to  do  so  by  his  will :  Lippineott's 
ExW  V.  lAppincoU'B  ExW,  4  C.  E.  Green  121 ;  s.  c.  8  Am.  L.  Reg. 
(N.  S.)  127.  Nor  can  executors  make  a  dedication  of  their  testator's 
realty,  for  the  purposes  of  a  street,  in  the  absence  of  authority  con- 
ferred by  the  will,  or  an  order  and  decree  authorizing  such  dispo- 
sition of  the  testator's  realty  given  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction:  Kaim  v.  Hatty ^  78  Mo.  816.  So  where  an  execu- 
trix brought  an  action  for  an  alleged  trespass  upon  her  testator's 
land,  the  same  was  dismissed,  the  court  saying  the  real  estate  of 
a  deceased  person  descends,  upon  his  death,  to  his  heirs  or  passes 
to  the  devisees  under  his  will."  By  the  common  law,  the  personal 
representative,  whether  executor  or  administrator,  takes  no  interest 
in  it :  Avihuchon  v.  Lory^  23  Mo.  99.  And  to  the  same  point, 
generally,  see  Leavens  v.  Butler^  8  Port.  389 ;  Chighizola  v. 
Baron's  JEcV,  21  Ala.  410  ;  1  Williams  on  Ex'rs  650,  n.  (D  1), 
and  1  Perry  on  Trusts,  3d  ed.  §  262. 

§  2.  Authority  of  Administrators^  c,  t  a.,  at  Common  Laiff^  over 
Decedents  Realty, — An  administrator  <?.  t  a.  is  a  person  appointed 
by  the  court  to  administer  the  testator's  estate,  in  cases  where  be 
has  appointed  no  executor,  or  where  the  appointment  fails :  ^il* 
liams  on  Ex'rs  461.  While  it  is  true,  generally,  that  an  adminis- 
trator c,  t  a.  succeeded  to  all  the  powers  and  rights,  and  vss 
charged  with  all  the  duties  which  by  the  testator's  will  were  imposed 
upon  an  executor,  still,  as  already  shown,  an  executor,  virtuteoffi^^ 
took  no  interest  in,  or  power  or  authority  over  his  testator's  realty, 
unless  he  was  vested  with  it  by  the  language  of  the  will.  Therefore, 
at  common  law,  the  administrator  c,  t  a.  only  succeeded  to  tbst 
power  and  authority,  and  was  only  charged  with  those  duties  which 
pertained  to  the  office  of  an  executor,  as  suchj  and  affected  only 
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the  control  and  disposition  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 
So,  where  testator  directed  his  lands  to  be  sold  by  his  executors, 
this  was  a  personal  trast ;  and  as  the  executors  renounced,  there 
was  no  one  by  whom  the  duty  could  be  fulfilled.  A  sale  by  admin- 
istrators c.  t,  a,  was  altogether  unauthorized  and  void :  McDonald 
V.  King,  Goxe  432.  So,  in  Pennsylvania  prior  to  the  act  of  March 
12th  1800,  it  was  held  that,  where  there  is  a  naked  power  to 
sell  and  they  renounce,  administrators  c.  t  a,  have  not,  either  at 
common  law  or  by  statute,  authority  to  sell,  although  the  object 
of  the  sale  be  the  payment  of  debts:  Moody y.  Vandyke,  4  Binn. 
31 ;  Moody's  Lessee  v.  Fulmer,  3  Grant  17.  So,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  wherein  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  through  a  deed  from 
an  administrator  c.  t.  a.,  it  not  appearing  to  the  court  whether  the 
devise  of  the  testator  to  his  executor  was  a  mere  naked  power  or 
one  coupled  with  an  interest,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover,  the  court  saying,  "  the  powers  of  an  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed  are  the  same  as  those  which  pertain  to  an  exec- 
utor as  such;'*  and  that,  an  executor  virtute  officii  at  common 
law  had  no  right  to  take  possession  of  the  lands  of  his  testator. 
If  they  are  devised  they  pass  to  the  devisee,  who  may  enter  upon 
and  take  possession ;  if  undevised  they  descend  to  the  heirs,  who 
are  entitled  to  the  possession  Lucas  v.  Doe  ex  d.  Price,  4  Ala. 
679,  682.  Nor  can  an  administrator  c.  t  a.  recover  the  possession 
of  premises  from  a  tenant  thereof,  who  is  holding  over*  after  the 
expiration  of  his  term :  Floyd,  Admr.,  v.  Serving,  64  N.  C.  409. 
And  where  a  bill  in  equity  was  filed  to  remove  a  cloud  from  title 
to  realty  caused  by  the  deed  of  an  administrator  c.  t  a.,  the  court 
dismissed  the  bill,  holding,  that  the  complainants  had  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law,  since  the  deed  was  void  on  its  face :  Posey  v.  Cona- 
way,  10  Ala.  811.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in 
commenting  on  the  powers  of  an  administrator  de  bonis  non  with 
the  will  annexed,  who  had  been  appointed  under  the  Statutes  of 
Maryland,  the  statutes  being  silent  as  to  his  powers,  said :  '^By  the 
common  law  his  duties  are  confined  to  the  personal  estate  unadmin- 
istered  by  his  predecessor.  Whatever  authority  he  may  possess  as 
to  the  real  estate  must  be  derived  from  the  will.  If  not  found 
there  in  express  terms,  or  by  necessary  implication,  it  has  no  exist- 
ence ;  hence  the  test  in  all  such  cases  is  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor. Many  of  the  duties  enjoined  upon  the  executors  (by  the  will 
in  question)  were  foreign  to  those  which  come  within  the  scope  of 
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their  ordinary  functions.  Such  powers  never  pass  by  devolution  to 
an  administrator,  unless  it  be  clear  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  he  should  become  the  donee  of  the  power,  in  place  of 
the  executor  appointed  by  the  will.  If  no  provision  is  made  bj' 
the  will  for  such  substitution,  the  power  does  not  become  extin- 
guished, but  the  case  falls  within  the  category  of  those  where  a 
court  of  equity  will  not  permit  a  trust  to  fail  for  want  of  a  trustee, 
but  will  appoint  one  and  clothe  him  with  the  authority  adequate  to 
the  duties  to  be  discharged Ingle  v.  JoneB^  9  Wall.  486,  498; 
See  also,  2  Perry  on  Trusts,  §  600,  n.  1,  and  1  Williams  on  Ex'r8 
654,  n.  (W*) ;  Brush  v.  Young,  4  Dutch.  237 ;  Atty,-Gm.  y. 
aarrison,  101  Mass.  223;  Lockwood  v.  Stradleyy  1  Del.  Ch.298; 
Besley's  Estate,  18  Wis.  451 ;  Abell  v.  Howe,  43  Vt.  403. 

§  3.  Survivorship  of  Executorial  Authority  at  Common  Lm^ 
Statute  of  21  Henry  8,  c.  4. — At  common  law  when  executors  were 
vested  with  the  authority  to  dispose  of  their  testator's  real 
estate,  the  death,  failure,  inability  or  refusal  of  one  or  more, 
less  than  the  whole  of  their  number,  to  act,  wholly  defeated  the 
valid  execution  of  the  authority.  To  avoid  the  great  embarrass- 
ment caused  by  this  rule,  the  statute  of  21  Henry  8,  c.  4,  was 
passed.  This  act  in  substance  provided,  that  where  lands  were 
devised  to  be  sold  by  executors,  that  those,  although  less  than  the 
whole  number  named  in  the  will,  who  took  upon  themselves  the 
administration  of  the  will,  should  be  competent  to  make  as  valid 
bargains  and  sales  of  the  real  estate  devised  to  be  sold  as  if  &U  the 
executors  named  had  joined.  For  the  full  text  of  this  statute, 
see  Important  English  Statutes  19.  This  statute,  or  some  modi- 
fied form  of  it,  has  been  adopted  in  most  of  the  states  of  this 
country. 

The  rules  of  law  laid  down  as  to  the  execution  of  this  authority 
of  the  executors  are  somewhat  complex,  and  are  hardly  capable  of 
formulation  into  inflexible  rules.  This  arises  from  the  application 
of  the  rule  which,  in  each  particular  case,  gives  effect  to  the  h^^^ 
intent  of  the  testator  as  shown  by  the  construction  and  interpreta- 
tion of  his  will.  The  executor's  authority  over  the  testator's  real 
estate  is  divided  into  two  classes,  viz. :  1 .  A  naked  power;  and,  2.  A 
power  coupled  with  an  interest  or  a  trust:  Powell  on  Devises  292. 
Mr.  Powell  seems  to  make  two  exceptions  under  the  head  of  naked 
powers  on  the  question  of  the  survival  of  the  power :  they  ^  • 
1st,  where  the  authority  is  given  by  the  testator,  to  his  executors, 
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as  ezecntors ;  and  2d,  where  authority  is  given  by  the  testator,  but 
there  is  no  appointment  by  express  words  what  person  shall  sell 
the  land ;  for  which  reason  the  law  implies  that  they  shall  do  it, 
who  have  power  to  pay  the  debts  or  distribute  the  money,  viz. :  the 
executors.  In  such  case  the  executors  take  in  their  official  capa- 
city, and  as  the  office  never  dies  the  authority  survives :  Powell  on 
Devises  294,  298-9.  At  common  law  a  purely  naked  power  did 
not  survive.  So  it  is  said  of  the  act  of  21  Henry  8,  c.  4,  the 
question  has  been,  whether  this  statute  extended  to  executors  where 
a  power  to  sell  was  given  to  them  nominatim;  and  all  the  authori- 
ties agree,  that  if  a  power  is  given,  indicating  personal  confidence, 
it  must  be  confined  to  the  individuals  to  whom  it  is  given,  and  will 
not,  except  by  express  words,  pass  to  others  than  the  trustees 
originally  named,  though  they  may  by  legal  transmission,  sustain 
the  same  character.  So  it  was  decided  in  Cole  v.  Wade,  16  Yes 
27,  and  in  many  other  cases  ;  TainUr  v.  Clark,  13  Met.  220, 226  • 
Powell  on  Devises  294  ;  1  Sugd.  on  Powers  *  146-7. 

A  naked  power  is  discretionary  with  the  donee,  and  no  court  can 
compel  or  control  the  execution  thereof,  although  he  leave  it  un- 
executed ;  but  the  rule  is  different  in  the  case  of  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest  or  a  trust.  In  such  case  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  allow  it  to  fail  for  want  of  a  trustee :  Perry  on  Trusts,  §  248. 
It  is  apprehended  that  this  doctrine  of  the  court  of  equity  just 
stated  was  the  foundation  of  the  passage  of  the  statute  of  21  Henry 
8,  c.  4 ;  Brown  v.  Armistead,  6  Rand.  594,  698  ;  MoBhy'9  Admr 
V.  Moshy'%  Admr,  9  Gratt.  584. 

§  4.  Reason  for,  and  construction  of  Statutes  which  vest  Execu- 
torial Authority  over  Decedent's  Realty,  in  Administrators  c,  t.  a. — 
The  rule  that  a  trust  shall  not  fail  for  want  of  a  trustee,  which  is 
thought  to  be  the  foundation  of  the  statute  of  21  Henry  8,  c.  4,  is 
also  the  foundation  of  the  statutes  of  the  several  states  of  the  Union, 
which  provide  for  the  exercise  of  the  same  power  as  the  executors, 
over  their  testator's  real  estate,  by  the  administrators  with  the  will 
annexed :  Brown  v.  Armistead,  6  Rand.  594,  598  ;  Mosby*s  Adm'r 
V.  Mosby's  AdmW.  9  Gratt.  584,  598 ;  Evans  v.  Blackiston,  66 
Mo.  437,  439.  It  was  said  by  Lord  Coke,  of  the  statute  of  21 
Henry  8,  c.  4,  "  Albeit,  the  letter  of  the  law  extendeth  only  to 
where  executors  have  a  power  to  sell,  yet  being  a  beneficial  law  it 
is,  by  construction,  extended  to  where  lands  are  devised  to  execu- 
tors to  be  sold cited  in  Corlies  v.  Little,  14  N.  J.  L.  373,  383-4. 
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And  m  this  country  that  statute,  or  the  substitutes  therefor,  are 
liberally  construed  :  Tayl<yrY.  Marrit,  1  N.  Y.  341, 359;  MeDtw- 
ell  V.  Gratf.  29  Penn.  St.  211.  It  is  therefore  held  that  the  laws 
giving  to  the  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  the  same  powers 
as  the  executors  is  a  remedial  statute,  and  accordingly  is  to  be 
liberally  construed :  Drayton  v.  Grimke^  1  Bailey  Ch.  *392 ;  so, 
where  the  express  provisions  of  the  law  did  not  authorize  the 
administrator  e.  t  a.  to  act  in  cases  where  the  testator  named  no  exe- 
cutor of  his  will,  it  was  held  that  the  case  was  within  the  reason  of 
the  law,  and  that  the  administrator  c.  t  a.  might  lawfully  exercise 
a  power  of  sale  conferred  by  the  will,  though  no  executor  was  named 
therein :  Efster  v.  Hester,  2  Ired.  Eq.  330,  339 ;  and  where  the 
statute  authorized  the  administrator  c.  t  a.  to  act,  if  none  of  the 
executors  qualified,  or  if  haying  qualified  they  should  die  before 
sale  and  conveyance,  it  was  held  that  he  was  authorized  to  act 
under  the  statute  where  only  one  of  the  executors  died,  and  the 
remaining  one  had  been  removed  from  his  office  before  the  sale : 
Moshys  Adm'r  v.  Mosby's  AdmW,  9  Gratt.  684,  698. 

§  6.  The  Character  and  Classification  of  such  Statutti'^^^^ 
character  of  the  statutory  provisions  of  those  states  of  the  Union, 
so  far  as  the  writer  has  been  able  to  examine  them,  which  vest  the 
executorial  power  over  real  estate  in  the  administrator  <?.  t. 
be  divided  into  three  classes  :  1st.  Those  states  where  words  expressly 
descriptive  of  realty  are  used  by  the  lawgivers  in  giving  the 
authority  to  the  administrators  c.  t  a. ;  2d.  Those  states  where  no 
words  descriptive  of  realty  are  used,  but  a  necessary  implication 
arises  from  efiectuating  other  sections  of  the  statute  which  clearly 
refer  to  the  exercise  of  executorial  authority  by  the  administrator 
c.  t  a.  over  the  testator's  realty;  3d.  Those  states  where  the  l*^ 
provides,  that  the  same  authority  shall  vest  in  the  administrator  ^* 
t  a.  as  was  reposed  in  the  executor,  but  there  is  no  reference  ^ 
the  exercise  of  any  authority  over  realty,  either  expressly, 
the  first  class,  or  by  implication,  as  in  the  second  class.  The 
class  includes  the  following  states :  Alabama :  Rev.  Code,  §  1"  J 
California:  Probate  Act,  §§  48  &  178;  Colorado:  Genl.  L.  l^V' 
§  2882;  Missouri:  Wag.  St.  93,  sec.  1;  New  Jersey:  Nix-  '^^^ 
258,  §20 ;  North  Carolina:  R.  S.  Ch.  46,  sec.  34;  Ohio:  2  P'^^' 
St.  (S.  &  W.)  1629,  sec.  1;  Pennsylvania:  Purdon's  Dig.  ^8 
§  69 ;  Rhode  Island :  Rev.  St.  Ch.  156,  sec.  27  ;  South  Caral*^^' 
Tennessee :  Code,  sec.  2240 ;  and  Virginia.  The  state  of  Kenti*^ 
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is  now  included  in  the  first  class,  but  prior  to  a  recent  enactment 
it  was  the  only  state  in  the  second  class.  The  third  class  includes 
the  states  of  Connecticut :  Gen.  Sts.,  p.  371,  sec.  12 ;  New  York 
and  Wisconsin :  Rev.  Sts.  1858,  ch.  98,  sec.  11.  The  power  or 
authority  which  the  administrators  with  the  will  annexed  may  exer- 
cise oyer  their  testator's  real  estate  depends  almost  entirely  on  the 
intention  expressed  in  the  will  of  the  testator.  If  no  authority  is 
given  by  the  will  to  the  executor,  none  can  pass  to  the  administra- 
tor c.  t.  a. :  Montagw  v.  Gamealj  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  851 ;  Ashbum 
Ashbum,  16  Ga.  213. 

§  6.  Character  and  Classificattm  of  Executorial  Authority  over 
Testator's  Realty. — To  determine  to  what  extent  the  administrator 
e,  t.  a.  may  exercise  the  powers  vested  in  the  executor  is  a  matter 
of  no  little  difficulty ;  but  it  is  thought  that  most  of  the  cases  can 
be  reconciled.  The  executor  may  in  some  instances  be  seised  of 
real  estate  of  the  deceased  as  trustee,  or  be  ex  officio  invested  with 
the  power  of  disposing  of  it  1  Williams  on  ExVs  654.  Shaw, 
C.  J.,  says,  ''the  distinction  seems  to  be  between  cases  where  the 
testator  gives  special  directions  to  his  executor  as  executor,  or  con- 
fers on  him  as  such  particular  powers  and  trusts,  and  cases  where  the 
testator,  having  appointed  one  or  more  persons  as  executors,  creates 
the  same  persons  trustees,  or  gives  the  residue  to  them  upon  trusts 
specified.  In  the  latter  case  the  law  presumes  that  he  reposes 
special  trust  and  confidence  in  the  persons  of  the  executors,  by  name 
or  otherwise,  and  does  not  rely  upon  their  official  duty  as  executors. 
In  the  former  it  is  an  enlargement  of  the  office  of  executor 
Treadwell  v.  Cordis^  5  Gray  341,  359.  The  meaning  of  the 
phrase,  "  in  the  former  it  is  an  enlargement  of  the  office  of  executor,'* 
in  the  foregoing  quotation,  is,  at  first  blush,  a  little  perplexing.  But 
when  we  remember  that  the  learned  judge  was  discussing  the  power 
of  an  executor  over  real  estate  under  common  and  statute  law,  it 
becomes  clear  that  he  meant,  by  "  enlargement  of  the  office  of  exe- 
cutor," an  extension  of  executorial  power  to  the  testator's  real 
estate  as  an  additional  matter  of  administration,  an  authority  not 
existing  at  common  law  in  the  administration  and  settlement  of 
estates.  From  this  it  is  apparent  that  the  power  of  the  executor 
over  his  testator's  real  estate  may  be  divided  into  two  classes,  viz. : 
1.  Cases  where  the  will  vests  him  with  the  power  personally,  as  a 
trustee ;  2.  Oases  where  the  will  annexes  to  the  office  of  executor 
particular  powers  and  trusts ;  these  powers  and  trusts  are  only  such 
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as  belong  to  such  an  office,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  administration 
and  settlement  of  estates  ;  if  they  are  an  enlargement  of  the  office 
and  extend  beyond  the  ordinary  course  of  administration  the 
authority  must  be  placed  under  the  first  class. 

§  7.  Character  and  Construction  of  Statutory  AtUhortttf  of  Ad- 
ministrators  c,  t  a,  over  Decedent's  ReaUy, — This  same  classifica- 
tion of  the  executorial  power  is  found  in  the  construction  of  the 
statutes  of  states  which  vest  that  power  in  the  administrators  with 
the  will  annexed.  In  all  those  cases  falling  within  the  first  class  of 
executorial  power  above  named,  where  the  executor  is  vested  with 
authority,  as  a  trtistee^  it  is  held  that  the  administrator  c.  t.  a.  can- 
not exercise  the  power. 

So,  where  the  will  created  a  trust  fund,  appointing  E.  G.  to  act  as 
trustee,  and  in  the  subsequent  part  of  the  will  named  the  same  E. 
G.  executor  of  the  will ;  on  the  death  of  E.  G.  and  the  issuance 
of  letters  of  administration  de  bonis  no7i  e.  t  a.,  the  court  said : 
the  trust,  though  created  by  the  will,  is  not  thereby  vested  in  the 
executrix,  jua  executrix  or  ratione  officii,  but  given  to  her  nomi- 
natim.  And  as  the  trust,  therefore,  is  not  connected  by  the  words 
of  the  will,  nor  yet  by  any  of  the  provisions  or  operation  of  law, 
with  the  executorship,  the  trust  and  executorship  are  to  be  viewed 
as  if  they  were  vested  in  two  distinct  and  different  persons  by  the 
words  of  the  will,"  and  the  administrators  d,  b,  n.  <?.  t.  a.  were  held 
not  to  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  trust  fund:  Hber(s 
Appeal,  9  Watts  300,  302.  So,  where  the  testator  devised  unto 
his  executors, all  and  singular  the  rest  and  residue  of"  his  estate, 
real  and  personal,  upon  the  trUrSt^,  and  for  the  purposes  hereinafter 
named,"  then  declared  the  trusts,  giving  to  the  survivor  or  survivors 
of  the  trustees  power  to  sell  and  convey  his  realty.  The  executors 
having  renounced,  letters  of  administration  c,  t  a.  were  issued,  and 
a  sale  of  land  so  devised  was  made  by  the  administrators  c.  t  a. 
In  an  action  of  ejectment,  the  courc,  in  deciding  that  the  deed  of 
the  administrators  c.  t.  a.  was  void,  said,  by  force  of  the  act  of 
the  24th  of  February  1834,  relating  to  executors  and  administrators, 
he  (the  administrator  c.  t.  a.)  may  execute  a  power  to  sell  in  order 
to  bring  the  land  into  a  course  of  administration,  but  not  to  execute 
a  trust  for  a  collateral  purpose.  *  *  *  For  purposes  purely  administra- 
tive, the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth  sections  give  the  devise  of  a  power 
the  effect  of  a  devise  of  the  title,  and  the  sixty-seventh  section  puts 
an  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  on  a  footing  with  a  surviving 
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executory  but  not  on  a  footing  with  a  teetamentary  truetee.''  Again, 

now  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  make  lands  legal  assets  in 
all  cases,  and  when  a  trust  is  created  to  bring  it  into  a  course  of 
administration,  it  is  proper  that  an  administrator  should  succeed  to 
the  execution  of  it ;  but  the  statute  was  not  intended  for  a  trust 
unconnected  with  an  executor's  ordinary  duties Moss  v.  Barclay^ 
18  Penn.  St.  179 ;  Belcher  v.  Branch,  11  R.  1.  226,  229 ;  Brush 
V.  Young,  28  N.  J.  L.  237 ;  Pratt  v.  StewaH,  49  Conn.  889 ; 
Anderson  v.  McOowan,  42  Ala.  285;  Tarver  v.  Haines,  65  Id. 
503,  609 ;  Harrison  v.  Henderson,  7  Heisk.  815,  848-9. 

The  authority  over  the  testator's  real  estate  vested  by  the  will 
in  the  executor,  to  which  the  administrator  c,  t  a,  succeeds,  is 
included  in  the  second  class,  into  which  the  executorial  power  was 
above  divided,  to  wit :  That  authority  which  is  annexed  to,  or  con- 
stitutes the  duties  pertaining  to  the  executorial  office  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  the  administration  and  the  settlement  of  estates. 

It  was  considered  by  the  legislature  that  he  who  had  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will  in  regard  to  the  personal  estate,  should  have  it  also 
in  regard  to  the  real,  in  the  absence  of  any  direction  in  the  will  to 
the  contrary,  and  would  be  a  fit  person  for  the  purpose,  whether 
nominated  executor  by  the  will  or  appointed  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed  by  the  court  of  probate Mosby's  AdmW  v.  Mosly's 
AdmW,  9  Gratt.  598.  The  elfect  of  the  adoption  of  those  laws 
which  are  similar  to  the  provisions  of  21  Henry  8,  c.  4,  and  the 
statutes  vesting  executorial  power  in  the  administrators  c.  t,  a,  is 
thus  stated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama :  This  statute 
obliterates  the  common-law  distinction,  as  to  survivorship  and  capa- 
bility of  execution,  between  a  devise  of  lands  to  executors  with 
directions  to  sell  and  a  naked  power  of  sale.  Under  its  operation 
each  is  capable  of  execution  by  the  surviving  or  acting  executor 
and  this  power  is  extended,  to  an  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed  who  would  not  otherwise  have  succeeded  to  it:"  Tarver 
V.  Haines,  55  Ala.  503,  507.  "  As  a  general  rule  the  powers  of 
the  executor  are  co-extensive  with  the  trusts  created  by  the  will. 
And  while  he  is  engaged  in  administering  any  and  all  the  trusts 
created  by  the  will,  it  must  be  presumed  that  he  is  acting  in  the 
capacity  of  executor  alone,  unless  it  plainly  appears  that  such  was 
not  the  intention;  although  the  duties  be  such  as  are  unusual  in 
the  course  of  ordinary  administration  :  "  Mathews  v.  Meek,  23  Ohio 
St.  272.  And,  "  all  the  provisions  of  a  will  should  be  executed  by 
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the  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  unless  a  contrary  intention 
clearly  appears Pratt  v.  Stewart^  49  Conn.  339,  341. 

§  8.  lUiutrations  9howtng  when  Authority  vested  in  Executor  mj 
be  exercised  by  Administrator  c,  t  a. — In  the  following  cases  the 
authority  given  by  the  will  was  held  to  pertain  to  the  office  of  the 
executor,  and  therefore  capable  of  execution  by  the  administntor 
with  the  will  annexed.  A  contest  on  final  settlement  of  accoant 
of  administrators  c.  t.  a.,  under  a  will  which  provided  that  "  it  is 
my  will  that  the  shares  of  property  which  may  be  allotted  to  m; 
children,  shall  be  sold  by  my  executor,"  and  that  my  executor 
shall  lend  out  the  money  which  may  arise  from  said  sale  belonging 
to  my  children."  The  administrators  c.  t  a.  sold  the  real  estate, 
receiving  confederate  money ;  the  heirs  objected  to  the  allowance 
of  the  money  received  on  such  sales  in  the  account,  but  the  objec- 
tion was  overruled :  Anderson's  AdmW  v.  MnQowany  45  Ala.  462; 
overruling  same  case,  42  Ala.  280.  Action  to  recover  proceeds  of 
sale  made  under  will,  which  directed  executor  to  sell  real  estate 
in  one  year  after  testator's  death,  and  devised  avails  so  that  his 
daughter  should  receive  one-fourth  thereof:"  Pratt  v.  Stewart,  49 
Conn.  399.  Action  to  enjoin  sale  of  real  estate  under  will  which 
provided,  "executor  will  within  one  year  after  my  decease,  sell  at 
public  auction  (stating  terms)  all  the  real  estate  I  shall  own  at  the 
time  of  my  decease ;  from  the  proceeds  of  sale  pay  expenses  of 
sickness,  funeral  and  all  my  just  debts  then  apply  proceeds  to 
a  number  of  specific  trusts  and  payment  of  legacies :  KidweU 
Brumrnagim,  32  Cal.  436 ;  Jackson  v.  Jeffries^  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
88 ;  Peebles  v.  Watts,  9  Dana  102.  By  recent  statute  in  Ken- 
tucky, it  seems  that  an  administrator  can  exercise  a  power  of  sale, 
although  it  was  only  discretionary  with  the  executor.  Action  to  re- 
cover remainder  of  purchase-money  on  a  sale  made  by  administrator 
under  a  will  "  directing  it  to  be  sold  by  executor  at  *  the  death  of 
testator's  widow,'  to  the  highest  bidder  at  public  auction  :  Oulleyy. 
Prathers  A  dmr,  7  Bush  167 ;  s.  p.  Shields  v.  Smith,  8  Id.  601. 
Action  of  ejectment  against  purchaser  from  administrator,  who  sold 
under  a  will  which  provided  "  all  of  the  real  estate,  except  that  be- 
queathed to  my  wife,  I  direct  and  empower  my  said  executor  to 
have  divided  into  seven  equal  parts,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  leaving 
such  roads  as  he  may  deem  necessary,  &c.,  and  sell  the  same  at  such 
time  and  on  such  terms  as  he  may  think  fit,  hereby  empowering  him 
to  convey  all  my  right,  &c.,  to  purchasers,  and  the  proceeds  of  said 
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sale  to  be  distributed  in  equal  parts  among  mj  seven  children 
Dilworth  v.  Rice^  48  Mo.  124.    Ejectment  by  trustee  of  heirs, 
against  purchaser  from  administrator  c.  t.  a.  under  will,  providing, 
"  I  will  unto  my  friend  C,  as  trustee,  all  my  real  estate  for  the  fol- 
lowing purposes,  to  be  divided  into  lots  by  him,  and  sold  by  him  at 
his  discretion  ;  proceeds  I  direct  shall  be  invested  in  purchasing  con- 
venient lot,  and  erecting  dwelling  thereon,  to  be  by  him  taken  in 
name  of  my  sister  B.  for  her  life,  remainder  to  her  three  children, 
and  to  be  equally  divided  between  them  at  her  death     Evani  v. 
Blackiston^  66  Mo.  437.  A  bill  to  set  aside  a  sale  made  to  himself 
by  administrator,  under  a  will  providing  that  "a  moiety  of  real 
estate"  be  devised  "to  my  daughter  F.  for  life,  on  her  death  to  her 
husband  V.  for  life,  and  on  his  death  to  his  children  by  said 
daughter  in  fee ;  and  when  said  lands  should  belong  to  said  chil- 
dren, surviving  executor  or  executors  might  make  sale  of  real  estate 
to  make  an  equal  division  among  said  children,  unless  they  (chil- 
dren) could  all  agree  upon  a  division part  of  children  were  under 
age  at  time  of  sale  by  administrator  c.  t.  a. ;  Bowell  v.  Sebringy  1 
McCart.  Ch.  84.     Where  testator  bequeathed  and  devised  the 
whole  of  his  lands  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and 
after  her  death,  the  whole  to  be  sold,  "  and  the  money  arising  from 
the  sale  to  be  equally  divided  between  my  sons  and  daughters 
Smith  V.  McCrary^  8  Ired.  Eq.  204.    Where  will  bequeathed  to 
executors,  in  trust,  ?1 0,000  to  be  put  at  interest  by  them  for  six 
years,  then  to  be  appropriated  by  "the  executors,"  to  the  objects 
of  the  trust,  the  surviving  executor  having  partly  executed  trust, 
and  paid  money  to  contractor  to  apply  as  directed  by  will,  taking 
a  bond  for  faithful  performance  of  contract,  and  then  resigned;  the 
administrator  c.  i.  a.  was  held  to  succeed  to  the  management  of 
trust,  and  as  entitled  to  sue  on  contractor's  bond  for  breach  thereof : 
Mathews  v.  Meek,  23  Ohio  St.  272.  Will  provided,  "  I  desire  and 
hereby  direct  my  executors,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  to  sell  and 
convert  into  money,  as  soon  as  the  same  can  be  done  on  good  terms 
and  without  sacrifice,  all  of  my  property,  both  real  and  personal," 
(specifying  terms  in  the  discretion  of  executors),  "  and  to  pay  the 
money  thus  acquired  into  the  hands  of  the  trustee  hereinafter 
named  :  Ulstner  v.  Fife,  32  Ohio  St.  358.    In  disposing  of  the  re- 
sponsibility of  bondsmen,  it  was  said  by  the  couft,  "  by  the  act  of 
12th  March  1800,  he  (administrator  c.  t  a.)  has  the  same  powers 
and  authorities  as  were  conferred  on  the  executor.    If  he  has  the 
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power  to  sell,  the  administrator  d.  b.  n.  (c.  t.  a,)  has  the  same 
power  and  authority :  Commonwealth  v.  Forney^  3  W.  t  S.  353, 
356 ;  Meredith' 9  Ustate,  1  Pars.  Sel.  Eq.  C.  433.  Testator  s  will 
devised  his  realty  to  wife  for  her  life,  with  power  to  dispose  of  the 
residue  after  payment  of  specific  legacies ;  by  her  will  she  directed 
her  executors  to  sell  her  house  and  lot,  same  haying  been  acquired 
under  her  husband's  will ;  held^  "  the  executors  were  not  made  testa- 
mentary trustees  of  the  property ;  they  were  directed  to  sell  for 
distribution;  their  duties  were  official  by  virtue  of  their  office. 
When  they  renounced,  their  duties  and  powers  devolved  upon  the 
administrator  with  the  will  annexed  :  Keefery,  Schwartz,il  Penn. 
St.  503.  Where  will  vested  in  executors  discretionary  power  as  to 
time,  manner  and  terms  of  sale  of  his  realty,  the  proceeds  to  be 
distributed  among  testator's  heirs :  Evans  v.  Chew^  71  Penn.  St. 
47 ;  affirming  s.  c.  8  Phila.  103.  Will  devised  house  and  lot  to  wife 
for  life,  directing  if  she  should  desire,  and  my  executors  deem  it 
for  the  best  interests  of  my  wife  and  children  that  it  should  be  sold, 
they  may  sell  the  same  it  afterwards  provided  for  the  distribution 
of  the  residue  among  the  heirs,  according  to  laws  of  the  Common- 
wealth :  Lantz  v.  Boyer^  81  Penn.  St.  325.  Will  gave  power  to 
executors  "  to  sell  and  convey  real  estate  in  such  manner  as  they 
shall  think  proper,  either  at  public  or  private  sale,"  and  "to  receive 
the  purchase-money  and  give  acquittances  for  the  same,'*  also  direct- 
ed them  "  to  pay  or  transfer  the  one  equal  half  part  to  his  son," 
and  to  other  legatees :  Jackman  v.  Delafieldy  85  Penn.  St.  381. 
Will  directed  that  all  just  debts  be  paid,  charged  real  estate  with 
payment  of  legacies  and  annuities,  expressly  authorized  executrix 
to  sell  real  estate  for  payment  of  debts,  also  gave  general  authority 
to  sell,  and  requested  that  no  bond,  or  only  nominal  bond,  be  re- 
quired of  executrix;  wife  made  executrix;  sale  by  the  adminis- 
trator <?.  t  a.  to  pay  debts  and  legacies :  Bailey  v.  Broum,  9  K. 
I.  79 ;  vide  also  Probate  Ct.  v.  Hazard,  13  R.  I.  8.  Will  directing 
executor  to  sell  and  convey  for  payment  of  testator's  debts :  I^^S 
ton  V.  Grimke,  Bailey  Ch.  392.  Will  "directed  that  the  crops 
made  on  his  lands  should  be  used  to  pay  his  debts,  with  power  to 
his  executors,  if  necessary,  or  "  if  they  think  best  to  sell  a  part  or 
any  portion  of  his  lands  given  to  R. Dougherty  v.  Orawford,1^ 
S.  C.  628  (notes  of  unreported  cases).  Will  provided  that  **all 
lands  be  sold  by  executor,  and  the  proceeds,  after  payment  of  debts, 
funeral  expenses,  costs  and  expenses  of  executing  will,  and  pro* 
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viding  for  pecuniary  bequests,  be  divided  among  children  and  sub- 
ject to  certain  specific  trusts MarrUon  v.  Henderson^  7  Heisk, 
815.  Will  devised  land  to  testator  s  widow,  during  life  or  widow- 
hood, upon  her  death  or  marriage  land  to  be  sold  on  certain  terms 
^^and  the  money  to  be  equally  divided  among  children;"  also 
directed  payment  of  his  debts :  Green  v.  Davidsany  4  Bax.  488. 
Will  provided  that  the  executor  should  sell  the  land  assigned  to 
testator's  widow  as  dower,  and  divided  the  proceeds  among  certain 
of  his  children Blakemare  v.  KimmonSy  8  Bax.  470.  Will 
provided  that  ''the  land  should  be  sold  for  the  best  price  that 
could  be  got,  which  was  directed  by  a  power  of  attorney  to  H., 
of  the  same  date,"  and  the  proceeds  divided  among  his  four 
sisters :  Broadm  v.  Rossatiy  3  Leigh  12.  Will  provided  ''  that  ex- 
ecutors sell  at  public  sale  all  my  land,  provided  the  said  land  will 
sell  for  as  much,  in  their  judgment,  as  will  be  equal  to  its  value, 
and  the  money  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  A.  Brown  v.  Armi" 
tteady  6  Rand.  594.  Will  provided  ''  that  executors,  whenever  they 
should  think  best,  should  sell  his  land  in  B. ;  that  the  money  aris- 
ing therefrom,  after  payment  of  all  just  demands  against  estate," 
and  making  provision  for  certain  legacies,  ''  shall  be  equally  divided 
between  B.,  M.  and  J. :"  Mo9by%  AdmW  v.  Mo^by'B  Admr^  9 
Gratt.  584. 

§  9.  Illustrations  showing  when  Authority  vested  in  Executor^ 
can  not  he  Exercised  by  Administrator  c.  t  a. — In  the  following 
cases  the  authority  conferred  by  the  will  was  held  to  be  vested  in 
the  executor  as  a  trustee,  and  therefore  not  capable  of  being  exer- 
cised by  the  administrator  c.  t  a. 

The  will  vested  the  executors  with  discretionary  power  as  to 
selling  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  for  the  purpose  of  dividing 
his  estate  among  his  heirs  ;  but,  by  a  codicil,  gave  to  his  wife  all 
of  his  personal  estate  ;  the  court  held  that  the  effect  of  the  codicil 
was  to  make  the  power  of  the  executors,  in  effect  a  power  to  parti- 
tion realty  ;  the  court  also  went  on  to  decide,  that,  admitting  the  power 
of  sale  was  annexed  to  the  office  of  executor^  it  did  not  pass  to  the 
administrator  c*  t,  a.  under  their  statute :  Dominick  v.  Michael^ 
4  Sandf.  374.  (It  seems  to  the  writer  that  the  decision  of  this 
point  was  not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  case,  and  the 
subsequent  decisions  of  the  courts  of  that  state  regard  as  it  as 
obiter.)  The  same  point  was  considered  in  the  case  of  ConkUn  v. 
Egertmy  21  Wend.  480,  where  the  same  view  of  the  statute  was 
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taken  ;  but,  on  the  final  decision  of  this  case  by  the  court  of  last 
resort,  this  point  was  expressly  left  undetermined :  25  Wend.  224. 
In  the  meantime,  a  case  was  decided  in  which  the  contrary  view  was 
taken,  incidentally,  however,  to  wit :  That  where  the  authority  per- 
tained to  the  office  of  executor,  under  the  statute,  ^4n  such  cases  the 
administrator  with  the  will  annexed  is  probably  entitled  to  execute 
all  the  trusts  of  the  will,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  bad  been 
named  therein,  by  the  testator  as  the  executor  and  trustee:"  De 
PeyBter  v.  CUndining,  8  Paige  Ch.  295,  310. 

The  cases  of  JDominick  v.  Michael^  and  ConkUn  v.  Egerion^ 
are  cited  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York  in  the  following 
cases:  Beekman  v.  Bonaor,  23  N.  Y.  298,  303 ;  Roame  v.PA#«, 
27  Id.  357,  363;  Bain  v.  Mattesan,  54  Id.  663;  Dmrng 
Y.  Ocean  National  Bank,  61  Id.  497. 

The  view  expressed  in  I>e  Peyster  v.  CUndining,  supra, 
adopted  in  Bain  v.  Mattison^  supray  but  the  question  does  not  seem 
to  have  come  squarely  before  the  court  of  last  resort,  until  tbe 
decision  of  the  case  of  MoU  v.  Ackermanny  92  N.  Y.  539.  In 
tbis  case,  the  will  provided  "  on  the  death  of  my  sister  Maria, 
or  as  soon  afterwards  as  they  may  think  advisable,  taking  into  view 
the  condition  of  the  country,  and  the  probable  increase  in  tbevalae 
of  the  property,  and  within  three  years  from  the  proof  of  tbis  will? 
I  authorize,  empower  and  direct  them  (executors)  to  convert  into 
money  all  my  real  and  personal  estate,  which  conversion  sball  be 
treated  in  law  as  if  it  had  happened  at  the  time  of  my  sisters 
decease."  It  also  devised  and  bequeathed  to  her  sister  Maria,  for 
life,  certain  real  and  personal  estate,  after  her  death  to  U.,  subject 
to  the  payment  of  legacies  specified.  The  suit  was  an  action  for 
specific  performance  of  contract  of  sale  made  by  an  executor,  who, 
during  the  proceedings  died,  thus  making  it  necessary  to  deci^® 
whether  the  administrator  c.  t.  o.,  in  whose  name  the  suit  was 
revived,  could  execute  a  deed  to  the  premises,  or  a  trustee  should 
be  appointed  to  execute  the  deed.  The  court  said,  "  wo  have  no 
doubt,  therefore,  that  where  a  power  of  sale  is  given  to  executors 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts  and  legacies,  or  either,  and  espe- 
cially where  there  is  an  equitable  conversion  of  land  into  money  for 
the  purpose  of  such  payment  and  for  distribution,  and  the  power  of 
sale  is  imperative  and  does  not  grow  out  of  a  personal  discretion 
confided  to  the  individual,  such  power  belongs  to  the  oflBceof  ex^^ 
utor,  and  under  the  statute  passes  to  and  may  be  exercised  ij/  ^ 
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administrator  with  the  will  annexed.    That  is  the  case  before  us." 

While  this  case  does  not  in  express  terms  overrule  the  cases  of 
Dominiek  v.  Michael,  and  Conklin  v.  EgerUmy  supra^  it  must  be 
held  to  do  so  impliedly. 

A  testator  devised  all  the  residue  "  of  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  his  executors,  upon  certain  trusts,  viz. :  To  continue  for  two 
years  a  partnership ;  to  lease  his  real  estate,  and  to  make  sale  of 
the  same;"  a  subsequent  clause  of  the  will  gave  a  discretionary 
power  of  sale  over  his  real  estate  to  his  executors :  Ifeldy  that  the 
power  did  not  pass  to  the  administrator  c.  t.  a, :  Boas  v.  Barclayy 
18  Penn.  St.  179.  So,  where  the  will  created  a  trust  fund, 
appointing  C.  as  trustee :  JEbert's  Appeal,  9  Watts  300.  Where  the 
will  provided  as  to  a  particular  lot,  which  was  mortgaged  to  the 
testator,  that  his  executors  should  buy  it  in  on  sale  under  the  mort- 
gage, and  might  sell  the  same  as  they  thought  best  for  the  interests 
of  his  estate,  the  court  citing.  Moss  v.  Barclayy  supra,  said  the 
administrator  c.  t  a.  might  exercise  a  power  to  sell  in  order  to  bring 
the  land  into  a  course  of  administration,  but  not  to  carry  out  a  trust 
for  a  collateral  purpose,  such,  for  instance,  as  here,  to  turn  it  into 
money  for  convenience  of  partition:'*  Waters  v.  Margerumy  60 
Penn.  St.  89.  The  cases  of  Boss  v.  Barclay  and  Waters  v.  Mar- 
gerumy  supra,  especially  the  latter,  are  modified  in  a  subsequent 
decision  by  the  same  court.  The  case  arose  on  a  suit  by  the  admin- 
istrator c.  t.  a.  to  recover  the  purchase-money  on  a  sale  of  testa- 
tor's land,  to  raise  a  fund  for  division  among  the  heirs;  the  will 
gave  discretionary  power  as  to  terms  of  sale  to  the  executors,  as 
such,  and  they  were  to  divide  and  distribute  the  estate  between 
testator's  heirs;  the  court  sustained  the  action,  and  held  that  a 
power  of  sale  to  turn  real  estate  into  money  for  purposes  of  parti- 
tion and  distribution  passed  to  the  administrator.,  A  power  by 
deed  to  divide  the  real  estate  among  the  children,  so  that  each  should 
have  an  equal  share  of  the  productive  and  unproductive  real  estate, 
to  be  left  entirely  to  the  discretion  of  the  executors  without  appeal," 
a  power  of  partition  of  realty  in  specie,  was  held  not  to  pass  to  the 
administrator  c.  t  a, :  Estate  of  Hepburn,  8  Phila.  206.  Where  the 
will  devised  rents,  profits  and  income  of  real  estate  to  his  six  sons, 
and  directed  his  executors  to  pay  all  just  debts  and  expenses  out 
of  the  property  aforesaid,  and  to  pay  all  taxes  and  repairs  which  are 
absolutely  necessary,  and  to  divide  the  rents,  profits  and  income  of 
the  real  and  personal  pronerty  as  aforesaid,"  on  a  settlement  of 
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the  accounts  of  the  administrator  c.  t.  a.,  it  was  sought  to  charge 
him  with  the  amount  of  rents  received  from  real  estate,  and  he 
sought  credit  for  repairs  made  on  the  real  estate,  but  both  claims 
were  disallowed,  because  it  was  said  that  the  power  over  the  realty 
did  not  pass,  under  the  law,  to  the  administrator  c.  t.  a.;  Belchers. 
Branch,  11  R.  I.  226.  Where  the  will  provided,  "I  desire  that 
my  executors  may  have  full  power  and  authority  to  sell  or  lease,  or 
dispose  of  in  any  way  they  may  think  best  for  my  estate,  all  my 
interests  in  any  lands,  &c.,''  there  was  a  number  of  specific  trasts 
in  the  will :  Armstrong  v.  Park's  DeviseeSy  9  Humph.  195, 199, 
206.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  follows  the  early  decisions 
of  New  York  state  as  to  powers  of  the  administrator  c,  t  a.:  In 
re  estate  of  BesUy,  18  Wis.  461. 

§  10.  Meaning  to  he  attached  to  "  Discretion  "  and  "  Pertml 
Trust  and  Confidence'* — Miscellaneous  Points. — In  many  of  the 
decisions  the  above  words  are  frequently  used,  and  in  such  a 
manner  as  often  to  confuse  the  casual  reader.  But,  by  recollecting 
what  has  been  said  in  §§  6  and  7,  supra,  the  meaning  of  these 
words  will  be  clear.  An  executor  is  a  trustee,  especially  in 
equity ;  and  these  words  are  used  indiscriminately  by  the  courts  in 
cases  where  the  authority  under  discussion  is  a  trust,  and  where  it 
is  annexed  to  the  ofiice.  So  it  is  that  frequently  the  aathority, 
although  annexed  to  the  office  of  executor,  as  such,  calls  for  the 
exercise  of  just  as  much  judgment,  discretion  and  care  as  if 
vested  in  the  executor  as  a  trustee.  The  authority  thus  vested 
in  the  executor,  virtute  officii,  is  therefore  distinguished  into  two 
kinds,  viz. :  1.  Mandatory  or  imperative,  and  2.  Discretionary: 
Taylor  v.  Morris,  1  N.  Y.'  341 ;  McDowell  v.  Gray,  29  Penn.  St 
211.  This  distinction,  according  to  the  most  of  the  states,  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  enactment  providing  that  the  administrator 
c.  t.  a.  may  exercise  the  discretionary  authority  vested  in  the  exe- 
cutor, does  not  affect  his  right  of  succession  to  the  authority.  So, 
where  the  will  expressly  required  that  both  executors  should  agree 
to  a  sale  of  the  realty,  it  was  held  that  the  power  could  be  exercised 
by  the  administrator  c,  t  a. ;  Meredith's  Estate,  1  Pars.  Scl.  Eq. 
Cas.  433.  See  also,  Evans  v.  Chew,  8  Phila.  108 ;  s.  c.  71  Pe^. 
St.  47  ;  Brown  v.  Armistead,  6  Rand.  694 ;  Bailey  v.  Br<m)  9 
R.  I.  79 ;  Probate  Court  v.  Hazard,  13  R.  I.  8.  The  statutes  of 
Alabama  and  Kentticky  expressly  provide  for  such  cases: 
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V.  Frathers  Admr,  7  Bush  167;  ShielcU  v.  Smith,  8  Id.  601 ; 
Anderson  v.  McGowan,  45  Ala.  462. 

A  maxim  of  the  common  law  is  that,  the  greater  contains  the 
less:*'  Brooms  Legal  Maxims  174.  So,  it  is  held,  "a  general 
power  to  sell  will  be  conclusively  presumed  to  be  for  the  payment 
of  debts  r  Chew  v.  Hvans,  8  Phila.  103 ;  8.  c.  71  Penn.  St.  47  ; 
also  for  the  payment  of  legacies :  Bailey  v.  Browne  9  R.  I.  79. 
A  sale  made  by  an  administrator  (?.  t  a.,  under  the  authority  of  an 
act  passed  mbnequently  to  the  probate  of  the  will,  is  valid  :  Blake- 
more  V.  Kimmona,  8  Baxter  470. 

As  we  have  already  seen,  an  administrator  c,  t  a.  must  be 
appointed  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  :  §  2,  supra.  The 
authority  of  any  court  cannot  extend  beyond  the  territorial  limits 
of  its  sovereignty,  and  the  laws  of  one  state  cannot  govern  the 
disposition  of  real  estate  situate  in  another  state.  It  is  therefore 
held,  that  an  administrator  with  the  will  annexed,  duly  appointed 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  one  state,  cannot  make  a 
valid  contract  of  sale  of  his  testator's  real  estate  situate  in  another 
state:  Wills  v.  Oowper,  2  Ham.  124;  Simpson  v.  Hawkins,  1 
Dana  303. 

When  the  authority  is  annexed  to  the  oflSce  of  the  executor,  a 
renunciation  of  that  oflSce  deprives  him  of  his  authority  :  Elstner 
V.  Fife,  32  Ohio  St.  368,  369.  As  the  authority  which  the  admin- 
istrator with  the  will  annexed  succeeds  to  is  that  which  is  annexed 
to  the  office  of  executor,  his  renunciation  ends  his  authority  to  make 
sale  or  conveyance  of  his  testator's  real  estate  :  Elstner  v.  Fife, 
supra,  372;  Owens  v.  Cowans  Heirs,  7  B.  Mon.  152,  157. 

"  When  the  mode  of  executing  the  power  is  not  defined,  it  may 
be  executed  in  any  manner  sufficient  to  convey  the  subject-matter, 
and  the  power  need  not  be  referred  to  in  the  instrument  executing 
it:"  4  Kent's  Com.  330,  333,  334;  1  Sugden  on  Powers  247, 
404.  "  Executors  having  a  general  power  of  sale  are  not  restricted 
to  any  particular  mode  of  selling :  Huger  v.  Huger,  9  Rich.  (Ch.) 
217,  221,  238;  2  Washb.  R.  P.  663;  Christy  v.  Pulliam,  17 
111.  59,  61 :  Bonney  v.  Smith,  Id.  531,  633 ;  Bond  v.  Zeigler,  1 
Kelley  324.  So  where  it  was  contended  that  an  administrator 
c.  t.  a.  should  have  sold  at  public  sale  instead  of  at  private  sale, 
there  being  no  provision  in  the  will  in  regard  to  the  matter,  the 
objection  was  not  sustained :  Moss  v.  Moorman's  AdmW,  24  Gratt. 
96,  110. 
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§  11.  Application  of  Purchase-money. — "It  has  long  been 
settled  that  either  upon  a  trust  or  a  charge  a  purchaser  is  not 
bound  to  see  that  the  money  is  applied  either  to  the  payment  of 
debts  generally,  or  to  the  satisfaction  of  legacies  out  of  the  surplus 
after  the  debts  are  paid.  The  reason  is,  that  it  would  defeat  a  sale 
if  the  law  obliged  a  purchaser  to  attend  to  the  execution  of  a  trust 
so  indefinite  as  the  payment  of  all  debts,  which  he  would  have  no 
means  of  ascertaining.  Legacies  out  of  the  fund  stand  on  the  same 
footing,  because  the  purchaser  would  necessarily  have  to  go  through 
the  administration  of  the  assets  and  see  at  his  risk  that  t]ie  debts 
are  paid  before  he  could  let  the  legatees  have  anything:"  Hauftr 
V.  Shore,  5  Ired.  Eq.  357,  362;  2  Williams  on  Ex'rs  Elliot 
V.  Merryman,  1  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  59,  67,  and  note,  p.  112.  "Like 
reason  doth  make  like  law  Broom's  Maxims  164.  Accordingly 
the  same  rule  would  seem  to  extend  to  administrators  c,  L  a,;  Evans 
Y.  Chew,  8  Phila.  103;  s.  c.  71  Penn.  St.  47,  51. 

James  H.  Brown. 

Denver,  Col. 


RECENT  AMERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  of  Ohio. 
ST.  CLAIR  STREET  RAILWAY  CO.  r.  EADIE. 

A  minor  chiKl,  who  being  mi  Juris  as  to  a  reasonable  care  of  her  person  and 
Nifvty  hiwfully  and  properly  enters  into  a  conveyance  driven  by  her  ptrent,  and 
without  faiili  on  her  part  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  another  vehi- 
cle, is  not  prevented  from  recovering  damages  against  the  proprietor  of  the  latter 
vehicle,  Wanse  her  parent  has  by  his  negligence  contributed  to  the  injury. 

TntnsfW  Co.  V.  AV/y,  36  Ohio  St.  86,  followed,  Thorogood  v.  firyan,  8  CB. 
115,  disapproved. 

Error  to  the  District  Court  of  Cuyahoga  County. 

This  was  an  action  for  damages  for  an  injury  alleged  to  have 
caused  by  defendants'  negligence.  The  plaintiff  was  a  minor,  ag^ 
sixteen  years,  and  was  fully  capable  of  taking  reasonable  care  of 
herself.  She  was  lawfully  riding  with  her  father,  who  was  driving 
his  own  wagon,  when  she  was  injured  by  a  collision  between  the 
wagon  and  a  street-car,  caused  by  the  mutual  and  concurring  negli- 
gence of  a  street-car  driver  and  her  father,  but  without  any  fto't 
or  negligence  on  her  part.  The  court  below  held  that  the  neglig^'™^*^ 


ST.  CLAIR  STREET  RAILWAY  CO.  r.  EADIB. 


707 


of  her  father  was  not  to  be  imputed  or  attributed  to  her,  and  did 
not  bar  a  recovery  against  the  street-car  company,  whose  negligence 
directly  contributed  to  the  injury.  The  street-car  company  took  this 
writ  of  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Johnson,  J. — The  plaintiff,  though  a  minor,  was  sixteen  years 
old,  and  was,  therefore,  sui  juris.  She  was  fully  capable  of  taking 
care  of  herself.  Had  her  negligence  or  misconduct  contributed  to . 
her  injury,  she  could  not  recover,  though  the  company  was  also 
guilty.  The  question  fairly  presented,  therefore,  is,  whether  a  minor 
child,  who  being  sui  juris  as  to  a  reasonable  care  of  her  person  and 
safety,  lawfully  and  properly  enters  into  a  conveyance  with  her 
parent,  and  without  fault  on  her  part  is  injured  by  the  negligence 
of  a  street  railroad  company,  is  prevented  from  recovering  against 
such  negligent  company  because  her  parent  has,  by  his  negligence, 
contributed  to  the  injury.  In  Transfer  Co.  v.  Kelly,  36  Ohio  St. 
86,  this  court  held  that  the  concurrent  negligence  of  a  street-car 
company,  whose  passenger  the  plaintiff  was,  with  that  of  a  trans- 
fer company,  whereby  there  was  a  collision  between  the  wagon  of 
the  latter  with  the  car  of  the  former,  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  pas- 
senger, so  as  to  charge  him  with  contributory  negligence.  In  that 
case,  as  in  this,  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  fault ;  but  there,  as  here, 
it  was  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  so  identified  with,  or  related 
to,  the  railroad  company  by  the  contract  of  carriage  that  the  fault 
of  the  carrier  must  be  imputed  to  the  passenger.  Neither  in  that 
case  nor  in  this  was  there  any  fault  alleged  against  plaintiff  for 
hecoming  a  passenger.  The  two  cases  differ  in  two  respects  only. 
There  the  carriage  was  by  a  public  carrier,  presumably  for  hire  or 
reward,  while  here  it  was  by  private  conveyance,  and  presumably 
gratuitous.  There  the  driver  of  the  street-car  was  a  stranger  to  the 
passenger,  while  here  he  was  her  father,  with  whom  she  was  riding 
home.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  driver  in  the  street-car  was 
in  no  just  sense  the  agent  or  servant  of  the  passenger.  If  the  driver 
had  been  under  the  control  of  the  passenger,  then  it  was  said  there 
might  be  some  show  of  reason  for  holding  the  passenger  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  the  driver.  But  as  there  was  no  such  power  of 
direction  or  control,  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  car  could 
not  be  imputed  to  the  passenger.  That  was  held  to  be  a  case  of 
joint  negligence  of  the  railroad  company  and  the  transfer  company, 
for  which  they  might  be  sued  jointly  or  severally. 
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After  a  thorough  examination  of  the  numerous  and  conflictiDg 
authorities  upon  this  point,  some  of  which  are  cited  in  the  opinion, 
we  then  declined  to  follow  the  case  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan^  8  C. 
B.  115,  and  other  like  cases,  which  holds  the  passenger  liable  for 
the  contributory  negligence  of  his  driver,  where  there  was  mntnal 
fault  of  two  drivers  causing  an  injury,  and,  as  before  stated,  held 
that  upon  principle,  as  well  as  upon  the  better  authorities,  the  pas- 
senger was  not  so  identified  with  the  vehicle  in  which  he  was  riding 
as  to  make  him  responsible  for  the  driver's  fault.  It  was  held  by 
us  that  the  passenger  in  that  street-car  was  not  responsible  for  the 
negligence  of  the  driver;  that  the  latter  was  in  no  just  sense 
the  agent  of  the  former,  and  had  no  control  of,  or  direction 
over,  the  management  of  the  vehicle  in  which  he  was  riding,  so  as 
to  identify  driver  and  passenger. 

The  opposite  doctrine,  though  supported  by  high  authority,  has 
not  been  received  even  in  England  with  approbation. 

We  cite  a  few  of  the  cases  and  text-books  touching  this  vexed 
question,  but,  since  the  subject  was  fully  considered  in  Traiafer  Co. 
V.  Kelly ^  aupra^  we  need  not  further  consider  it.  See  Armtrong  v. 
Lancashire  Ry.  Oo.,  L.  R.,  10  Exch.  47  ;  WaiU  v.  N.  £.  Sd., 
El.,  Bl.  &  El.  719  (a  case  of  a  child  too  young  to  take  care  of 
itself)  ;  Lockhart  V.  LichtenthaleTy  46  Penn.  St,  151 ;  Thompson 
on  Carriers  of  Passengers,  c.  7,  where  all  the  cases  pro  and  c&n  aw 
cited,  notes,  p.  284 ;  Bennett  v.  N.  J,  Rd.,  m  N.  J.  L.  221;  1 
Smith's  Lead.  Cases  (8th  Am.  ed.)  p.  505,  *315 ;  DanvilU  Turn- 
pike Co.  v.  Stewart,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  119  ;  Chapman  v.  N.  B,  Bd. 
Co,,  19  N.  Y.  341 ;  Coleyrove  v.  N.  Y.  ^-  N.  H,  Rd.  Co.,  20  Id. 
492;  Louisville,  etc.,  Rd.  v.  Case's  AdmW,  9  Bush  (Ky.)J28; 
Wharton  on  Neg.  §  395  ;  Webster  v.  H.  R,  Rd.  Co.,  38  N.  Y.  260. 

The  foregoing  cases  mostly  relate  to  passengers  by  public  carriers, 
and  when  the  passenger  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  another 
public  carrier,  or  of  a  third  person. 

It  only  remains  to  determine  if  a  like  rule  applies  when  the  pl*^^' 
tiff  was  passenger  in  a  private  conveyance.  We  think  it  does- 
The  plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar  was  in  no  just  sense  the  master,  no'* 
was  her  father  her  agent  or  under  her  control  or  direction. 
Puterbaugh  v.  Reasor,  9  Ohio  St.  484.  the  want  of  ordinary  care 
of  plaintiflF's  agent  prevented  his  recovery,  when  the  agent's  negH" 
gence  directly  contributed  to  the  injury,  though  the  defendant  was 
also  guilty.    But  it  is  well  settled  that  passengers  in  a  public  convey- 
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ance  are  not  so  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  employees  of  the 
carrier,  because  they  are  not  the  agents  of  the  passenger.  The 
same  reasons  apply  with  equal  force  to  a  private  carrier.  Plaintiff's 
relations  to  her  father  being  that  of  a  passenger  in  his  wagon, 
going  to  their  common  home,  did  not,  in  law,  make  him  her  ser- 
vant or  agent,  and  as  such  responsible  for  his  misconduct.  If  he 
had  brought  an  action  for  the  loss  of  services  of  his  daughter, 
caused  by  this  injury,  his  contributory  negligence  would  defeat  a 
recovery,  nor  could  he  recover  for  his  own  injuries  for  the  same 
reason.  This  is  because  he  was  guilty  with  the  defendant  of  caus- 
ing the  collision.  Neither  does  the  fact  that  she  was  the  daughter 
defeat  her  rights.  If  her  father's  misconduct  or  negligence  con- 
tributed to  the  injury,  why  should  that  fact  exonerate  a  joint  wrong- 
doer ?  Robinson  v.  N.  Y.  Cent.  Ed,y  66  N.  Y.  11,  was  the  case 
of  a  female  who  had  accepted  an  invitation  to  ride  with  a  gentle- 
man, who  was  the  owner  and  driver  of  a  buggy  in  which  they  were 
riding,  when  she  was  injured  through  the  joint  negligence  of  her 
driver  and  a  train  of  cars.  Church,  C.  J.,  says :  I  am  unable 
to  find  any  legal  principle  upon  which  to  impute  to  plaintiff  the 
negligence  of  the  driver.  *  *  *  The  acceptance  of  an  invitation  to 
ride  creates  no  more  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  the  driver,  than 
the  riding  in  a  stage  coach,  or  even  a  train  of  cars,  providing  there 
was  no  negligence  on  account  of  the  character  or  condition  of  the 
driver  or  the  safety  of  the  vehicle,  or  otherwise.  It  is  no  excuse 
for  the  negligence  of  defendant  that  another  person's  negligence 
contributed  to  the  injury  for  whose  acts  the  plaintiff  was  not 
responsible." 

We  think  this  reasoning  unanswerable,  notwithstanding  the 
adverse  criticism  and  contrary  holding  in  Prideaux  v.  Ckty  of  Min- 
eral Paint  J  43  Wis.  513.  This  doctrine  of  "  imputed  negligence" 
and  the  reasons  for  its  application  were  considered  in  B.  ^  I.  Rd, 
Co.  V.  Snyder,  18  Ohio  St.  399.  That  was  the  case  of  a  child  six 
years  old,  and  the  negligence  of  the  parent  or  custodian  of  the 
child  did  not  prevent  its  recovery  against  one  also  guilty.  The 
coart  say  the  rule  that  contributory  negligence  bars  a  recovery  is 
founded  on,  1.  The  mutuality  of  the  wrong;  2.  The  impolicy  of 
allowing  a  party  to  recover  for  his  own  wrong ;  and  8.  The  policy 
of  making  personal  interests  of  parties  depend  on  their  own  pru- 
dence and  care.  It  was  said  all  these  were  wanting  in  the  case  then 
before  the  court.    With  equal  truth  it  can  be  said  that  all  these  rea- 
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sons  are  wanting  in  the  present  case,  where  it  is  conceded  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  no  fault.  Whether  in  this  case  the  father  would  have  been 
jointly  liable  with  defendant,  we  need  not  now  determine.  By  the 
well-settled  rule  of  law  he  would  be,  unless  his  relation  to  her  mod- 
ifies this  rule,  for  his  culpable  negligence,  she  being  sui  jurii  and 
not  guilty  of  want  of  proper  care  for  her  own  safety :  Boyd  v. 
Watt,  27  Ohio  St.  259 ;  Whart.  on  Neg.  §  144 ;  Shear,  k  Redf. 
on  Neg.  §  58. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  he  would  not  be  so  liable,  either  by  reason 
of  his  parental  relation  or  that  it  was  a  gratuitous  service,  that 
would  not  excuse  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  nor  bar  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  free  from  fault,  from  recovering  from  the  other 
wrongdoer,  whose  negligence  was  a  proximate  cause  of  injury. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

reconcilable  with  other  principles  laid 
down  at  common  law :  lastly,  because  it 
is  directly  against  Bay  y.  Le  AVw,  8 
Shaw's  S.  C.  App.  405,  and  the  ordi- 
nary practice  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty." 

Greenland  y.  Chaplin,  5  Exch.  242, 
and  Rfyby  v.  Hewitt,  Id.  240,  cases  de- 
cided after  Tkorogood  v.  Brfxn,  do  not 
follow  the  doctrine  of  the  latter  case. 

In  a  note  to  Asfihy  v.  WHit,  I  Smith's 
Lead.  Cas.  (6th  Am.  cd.)  450,  vcfind 
the  following  :  *<  If  two  drunken  stage- 
coachmen  were  to  drive  their  refpectire 
carriages  against  each  other,  and  injure 
the  passengers,  each  would  have  to  bear 
the  injury  of  his  own  carriage,  nodoabt  ; 
but  it  seems  highly  nnrcasoDable  that 
each  set  of  passengers  should,  by  a  fic- 
tion, be  identified  with  the  coachroaTi 
who  droTe  them  so  as  to  be  restricted  f»r 
remedy  to  actions  against  their  own  dn- 
vers  or  his  employer.  This,  nevertbc- 
less,  appears  to  be  the  result  of  the  decis- 
ion in  Tkorogood  y.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  115, 
but  it  may  be  questioned  whether  the 


As  is  well  known  to  the  profession,  the 
English  case  of  Tkorogood  r,  Bryan,  8 
C.  B.  114,  122,  holds  a  different  doc- 
trine from  that  of  the  principal  case.  In 
that  case  it  is  held  that  a  passenger  upon 
an  omnibus  of  a  common  carrier  who 
receives  injuries  caused  from  the  concur- 
ring negligence  of  such  carrier  and  a 
third  person,  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
damages  from  the  third  person,  for  the 
reason  that  the  passenger  is  so  identified 
with  the  carrier  and  his  servants,  that 
the  negligence  of  the  carrier  is  to  be  im- 
puted to  the  passenger,  t.  €.,  that  such 
passenger  contributed  to  his  own  injury. 
This  doctrine  has  been  expressly  repu- 
diated in  a  number  of  well-considered 
cases  in  this  country:  nor  has  it  been 
received  with  approbation  in  England  : 
Waits  V.  North  Eastern  Ry.,  El.,  Bl.  & 
El.  728  :  Tuffy,  Warnmn,  2  C.  B.  (N. 
S.)  750. 

In  The  Milan,  1  Lush.  388,  40S,  the 
judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
in  speaking  of  Tkorogood  v.  Bryan,  said : 
"  With  respect  to  the  judges  who  deci- 
ded tliat  case,  I  do  not  consider  that  it  is 
necessary  for  me  to  dissect  the  judgment, 
but  I  decline  to  be  bound  by  it,  because 
it  is  a  single  case  :  because  I  know,  upon 
inquiry,  that  it  has  been  doubted  by  high 
authority :  because  it  appears  to  me  not 


with 


reasoning  in  that  case  is  consistent 
with  those  of  Righy  v.  Heyeiit,  5  Exch. 
240,  and  Greenland  t.  Chaplin,  Id. 
or  with  the  series  of  decisions  irm 
Qaarman  T.  Burnett,  6  M.  &  W.  499,  to 
Reedie  v.  London,  Ry.,  4  Exch.  244, 
and  Dalydl  v.  Tyrer,  28  L.  J-  (Q- 
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52.  Wliy  in  this  particular  case  both 
wrongdoers  shoaitl  not  be  considered  lia- 
ble to  a  person,  free  from  all  blame, 
not  answerable  for  the  acts  of  either  of 
tliem,  and  whom  thej  have  both  injnred, 
is  a  question  whicn  seems  to  deserve 
more  consideration  than  is  received  in 
Tkorogood  v,  Brt/an,** 

Child  y,  Heam,  L.  R.,  9  Exch.  176, 
182,  and  Armstrong  v.  Lancasfdre^  ^c, 
Ry.,  L.  R.,  10  Id.  47  ;  8.  C.  44  L.  J. 
(Exch.)  89,  seem  to  approve  of  the  doc- 
trine of  anomalous  identification*'  of 
Thorogood  v.  Bryan, 

The  doctrine  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan^ 
rests  on  the  ground  tliat  tbe  plaintiff  hav- 
ing voluntarily  trusted  himself  on  the 
omnibus,  had  so  identified  himself  with 
its  management,  that  the  driver's  negli- 
gence deprived  him  of  any  right  of  act- 
ion against  tlie  owner  of  the  other 
vehicle. 

The  general  principle  applicable  is  that 
the  contributory  negligence  of  a  third 
person  does  not  constitute  a  defence,  un- 
less such  negligence  is  imputable  to  the 
plaintiff :  Burrows  v.  March  Gas  ^  Coke 
Co,,  L.  R.,  5  Exch.  67  ;  Sheridan  v. 
Brooklyn,  ^c,  /?<f.,  .16  N.  Y.  39  ;  Cay- 
zer  V.  Taylor,  10  Gray  274  ;  Moil  v.  B, 
/?.  Rd,j  8  Bosw.  345.  Such  contribu- 
tory negligence  is  not  to  be  imputed  to 
the  plaintiff,  unless  such  third  person  is 
under  his  direction  or  control,  as  agent 
or  servant.  This  doctrine  rests  on  the 
familiar  maxim,  **qui  facit  per  alium, 
facii  per  w,"  and  is  just.  When  this 
relation  of  principal  and  agent,  or  mas- 
ter and  servant  is  complete,  the  contribu- 
tory negligence  of  such  agent  or  servant 
is  always  to  be  imputed  to  his  principal 
or  master.  Puterbaugh  v.  Reasor,  9 
Ohio  St.  484,  well  illustrates  this  rule. 
There  the  injury  resulted  from  the  con- 
curring negligence  of  two  servants,  one 
being  the  servant  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  was  not  permitted  to  recover  for 
the  reason  that  his  servant,  over  whom 
he  had  control,  contributed  to  the  injury, 
such  negligence  being  fairly  imputed 


to  him ;  see  Otis  v.  Thotn^  23  Ala. 
469. 

The  doctrine  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan, 
supra,  seenxs  to  have  been  adopted  in 
Pennsylvania  in  Lockhart  v.  Lichtentha- 
ler,  46  Penn.  St.  151,  165.  There  the 
injury  resulted  from  the  mutual  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  both  vehicles, 
the  one  in  which  plaintiff  was  riding,  be- 
ing a  public  conveyance,  he  having  no 
control  over  the  driver  of  it,  yet  the  court 
held  that  his  driver  alone  was  responsible 
for  the  injury.  But  while  adopting  the 
doctrine,  the  court  refused  to  follow  the 
reason  of  the  English  case.  THonrsoN, 
J.,  said:  (p.  164)  *'I  would  say  the 
reason  for  it,  that  it  better  accords  with 
the  policy  of  the  law  to  hold  the  carrier 
alone  responsible  in  such  circumstances 
as  an  incentive  to  care  and  diligence. 
As  the  law  fixes  the  responsibility  upon 
a  different  principle  in  case  of  tlie  carrier, 
as  already  noticed  from  that  of  a  party 
who  does  not  stand  in  that  relation  to 
tlie  party  injured,  tlie  very  philosophy  of 
the  requirement  of  greater  core  is  that  he 
shall  be  answerable  for  omitting  any  duty 
which  the  law  has  defined  as  his  rule  and 
guide,  and  will  not  permit  him  to  escape 
by  imputing  negligence  of  a  less  culpable 
character  to  others,  but  sufficient  to  ren- 
der them  liable  for  the  consequences  of 
his  own.  It  w^ould  be  altogether  more 
just  to  hold  liable  him  who  has  engaged 
to  observe  the  highest  degree  of  diligence 
and  care  and  has  been  compensated  for 
so  doing,  rather  than  upon  him  upon 
whom  no  such  obligation  rests,  and  who 
not  being  compensated  for  tlie  obser- 
vance of  such  a  degree  of  care,  acts 
only  on  the  duty  to  observe  ordinory 
care,  and  may  not  be  aware  even  of 
the  presence  of  a  party,  who  might 
be  injured.  This  rule,  it  cannot 
be  doubted,  will  be  more  likely  to  in- 
crease diligence  than  the  opposite,  which 
would  enable  a  negligent  and  faithless 
party  to  escape  the  consequences  of  his 
want  of  care  by  swearing  it  on  another, 
which  he  would  assuredly  do  if  the  temp 
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ration  and  opportunity  offered.  As 
this  riew  accords  boat  with  the  policy  of 
the  law,  it  is  pi-oof  of  the  existence  of 
the  rule  itself."  The  court  after  review- 
ing fully  ihe  decisions  concludes  that  the 
clear  preponderance  is  in  favor  of  the 
doctrine  that  mutual  negligence  in  case 
of  an  injury  to  a  third  person  is  a  de- 
fence. 

In  .Pennsylvania  this  doctrine  was 
ajrain  affirmed  in  Phila,  ^  Reading  Hd. 
V.  Boiler,  97  Penn.  St.  91,  100,  where 
death  was  caused  by  collision  of  a  street 
car  that  deceased  Was  on,  and  a  locomo- 
tive of  defendant.  The  court  stated 
that  the  success  of  the  action  depended 
upon  two  assumptions  :  (1)  That  death 
resulted  directly  from  the  carelessness  of 
the  defendants*  servants :  (2)  That  the 
person  in  charge  of  the  street-car  was 
chargeable  with  no  negligence.  **  It  is 
on  this  hypothesis  that  suit  can  be  main- 
tained, for  the  rule  is,  that  where  a  pas- 
senger on  a  carrier  vehicle  is  injured  by 
a  collision  resulting  from  the  mutual 
negligence  of  those  in  charge  of  it,  and 
another  party,  the  carrier  alone  must  an- 
swer for  the  injury :  Lockhart  v.  Lick- 
tenthaler,  supra. 

But  the  better  rule  is  that  where  the 
negligence  is  joint,  he  may  recover  from 
either,  or  both.  This  rule  is  snpported 
by  the  weight  of  authority  :  Coleyrove  v. 
2W.,  20  N.  Y.  492 ;  8.  0.  6  Duer  382  ; 
Webster  v.  Ihtdson,  38  N.  Y.  260 ;  Da- 
vey  Y.  Chamberlain f  4  Esp,  229  ;  Whar- 
ton on  Neg.  2  395  ;  Barrett  v.  45 
N.  Y.  028.  Danville,  ^c,  Tp.  v.  Stewart, 
2  Met.  (Ky.)  119,  lays  down  the  rule 
that  where  an  injury  is  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  two  persons,  the  fault  of 
one  is  no  excuse  for  that  of  the  other. 
Both  in  such  case  are  liable  to  the  party 
injured ;  following  the  principle  of  this 
case  is  LouisvilUf  ^c,  Ed,  t.  Case,  9 
Bush  (Ky.)  728,  735. 

In  Tomkint  v.  Clay  Street  Hill  Railroad 
Co,,  4  West  Coast  Rep.  537  ;  s.  c.  4  Pac. 
Rep.  1165,  plaintiff  was  injured  by 
being  thrown  from  a  street-car  which 


collided  with  another.  The  EerrinU 
of  both  cars  were  responsible  for  the  ac- 
cident. It  was  held  that  plaintiff  could 
recover  from  either  or  both  companies, 
and  where  both  are  sued,  the  plaintiff 
may  ordinarily  dismiss  as  to  either,  and, 
if  it  turns  out  at  the  trial  that  one  was 
not  guilty  of  negligence,  he  maj,  on 
sufficient  evidence,  take  a  verdict  against 
the  other ;  but  satisfaction  received  from 
one  company,  is  a  bar  to  an  action  against 
the  other.  The  court  said:  "Every 
party  contributing  to  the  injury  of  plain- 
tiff was  liable  to  the  full  extent  of  dam- 
ages by  her  sustained.  Her  injnries 
gave  her  but  a  single  cauM  of  action. 
♦  *  ♦  Damages  resulting  from  the  same 
wrongful  transaction  are  ordinarily  insep- 
erablc  :  she  could  not  recover  part  from 
one  and  part  from  the  other  defendant:" 
Urton  v.  Price,  7  Pac.  C.  L.  J.  82 ;  57 
Cal.  272  ;  Cooley  on  Torts  139. 

Chapman  v.  New  Haven  Rd.^  19N.T. 
341,  is  against  Thorogood  v.  ^ryfln,als(». 
The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  a  New 
York  and  Harlem  train.  The  injury  oc- 
curred by  collision  of  his  train  with  an- 
other train,  through  concurring  negl'- 
gence  of  the  managers  of  the  rcspeciiTe 
trains.  It  was  held  that  the  passenger 
was  not  so  identified  with  the  proprietors, 
or  their  servants,  of  the  train  conveying 
him  as  to  be  responf^ible  finr  negligent 
on  their  part,  and  therefore  he  could  reco- 
ver from  defendant.  Referring  to  Tho- 
rogood  v.  Bryan,  JoHirsoK,  C.  J'» 
(p.  344),  But  I  do  not  see  the  jusoce 
of  the  doctrine  in  connection  with  ^ 
case  before  us.  It  is  entirely  plai^ 
the  plaintiff  has  no  control,  managcin*"^ 
even  no  advisory  power  over  the  tram 
on  which  he  was  riding.  Even  aa  to  se- 
lection he  has  the  choice  of  going  by  tin* 
railroad  or  none.  To  attribute  to  him 
therefore  the  negligence  of  the  agenta  of 
the  company  and  thus  bar  him  of  »  "gb^ 
of  recovery  is  not  applying  any  exi«tin^ 
exception  to  the  general  rule  of 
is  framing  a  new  exception  which  doei  no* 
in  fact  rest  upon  the  reason  of  the  o^' 
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nal  exception,  and  is  based  on  fiction 
and  inconsistent  with  justice/' 

We  find  a  still  stronger  denunciation 
of  the  doctrine  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan 
in  Bennett  t.  N.  J.  Rd.  ^  Tr.  Cb.,  36 
N.  J.  L.  225.  The  plaintiff  while  rid- 
ing on  a  street  car  was  injured  by  care- 
le^ness  of  engineer  of  defendant  and 
contribatory  negligence  of  driver  of  street 
car.  The  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to 
recover.  Bbablet,  C.  J.,  in  referring 
to  Thorogood  v.  Bryan^  said,  ''This case 
stands,  I  think,  in  point  of  principle, 
alone  in  the  line  of  English  decisions, 
and  the  grounds  upon  which  it  rests 
seem  to  me  inconsistent  with  familiar 
rules.  The  reason  given  for  the  judg- 
ment ia,  that  a  passenger  in  the  omnibus 
must  be  considered  as  identified  with  the 
driver  of  the  omnibus  in  which  he  is  vol- 
untarily a  passenger,  and  that  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  driver  is  the  negligence  of 
the  passenger.  But  I  have  entirely  failed 
to  perceive  how  it  is  that  the  passenger 
in  a  public  conveyance  becomes  identi- 
fied, in  any  legal  sense,  with  the  driver 
of  such  conveyance.  Such  identification 
conld  result  only  in  one  way ;  that  is,  by 
considering  such  a  driver  Uie  servant  of 
the  plaintiff.  I  can  see  no  ground  upon 
which  such  relationship  is  to  be  founded. 
In  a  practical  point  of  view  it  certainly 
docs  not  exist.  The  passenger  has  no 
control  over  the  driver  or  agent  in  charge 
of  the  vehicle.  And  it  is  this  ritrht  to 
control  the  conduct  of  the  agent,  which 
is  the  foundation  of  the  doctrine  that  the 
roaster  is  to  be  affected  by  the  acts  of  his 
servants.  To  hold  that  the  conductor  of 
a  street  car  or  a  railroad  train  is  the 
agent  of  the  numerous  passengers  who 
may  chance  to  be  in  it,  would  be  a  pure 
fiction.  In  reality  there  is  no  such  agen- 
cy, and  if  wc  impute  it,  and  correctly 
apply  legal  principles,  the  passenger,  on 
the  occurrence  of  an  accident  from  the 
carelessness  of  the  person  in  charge  of 
tiie  vehicle  in  which  he  is  being  convey- 
ed, would  be  without  any  remedy.  It  is 
obvious  in  a  suit  against  the  proprietor 
Vol.  XXXIII.— 90 


of  the  car  in  which  he  was  a  passenger, 
there  could  be  no  recovery  if  the  driver 
or  conductor  of  such  car,  is  f>  be  re- 
garded as  the  servant  of  such  passenger. 
And  so,  on  the  same  ground,  each  pas- 
senger would  be  liable  to  every  person 
injured  by  the  carelessness  of  such  driver 
or  conductor  ;  because  if  the  negligence 
of  such  agent  is  to  be  attributed  to  the 
passenger  for  one  purpose,  it  would  be 
entirely  arbitrary  to  say  that  he  is  not  to 
Ims  affected  by  it  for  other  purposes.  *  * 
The  doctrine  of  the  English  case  appears 
to  convert  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  into 
the  servant  of  the  passenger  for  the  sin- 
gle purpose  of  preventing  the  passenger 
from  bringing  suit  against  a  third  party 
whose  negligence  had  co-operated  with 
that  of  the  driver  in  the  production  of 
the  injury.  I  am  compelled  to  dissent 
from  such  a  position.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances in  question,  the  passenger  is 
a  perfectly  innocent  party,  having  no 
control  over  either  of  the  wrongdoers ; 
and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  according 
to  the  usual  rule  an  action  will  not  lie  in 
his  behalf  against  either  or  both  of  the 
employers  of  such  wrongdoers." 

LouisviiUf  Rd,  v.  Case^s  AdmW, 
9  Bush  (Ky.)  728,  holds  a  contrary  doc- 
trine from  Thorogood  v.  Bryan.  Here 
the  passenger  was  in  a  street-car  and  lost 
his  life  by  collision  of  his  car  with  a  rail- 
road train  of  defendant,  occasioned  by 
concurring  negligence  of  the  driver  of 
street-car  and  the  servants  of  defendant. 
There  was  a  recovery,  as  the  driver  was 
held  not  to  he  a  servant  of  the  passenger, 
nor  subject  to  his  government  or  control. 
In  this  case  it  was  said  (p.  785),  "  Noc- 
withstanding  the  driver  of  the  street-car 
may  have  recklessly  driven  across  the 
track  of  the  railroad  company  in  dan- 
gerous proximity  to  the  moving  train, 
still  the  servants  of  the  company,  so  soon 
as  it  became  apparent  that  he  intended 
to  do  so,  were  under  obligations  to  the 
passengers  on  the  street-car  to  use  all 
proper  efforts  to  arrest  the  progress  of 
the  train,  and  prevent,  if  possible,  the 
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collision ;  bot  as  it  is  much  more  difficult 
to  control  the  movements  of  a  heavy 
train  of  cars  than  to  check  a  single  street- 
car drawn  by  mules  or  horses,  the  em- 
ployees of  the  railroad  company  could 
not  anticipate  that  the  driver  of  the 
street-car  would  attempt  to  cross  the 
street  in  the  face  of  the  advancing  train, 
and  consequently  could  not  be  expected 
to  take  steps  to  arrest  an  unexpected 
danger  until  it  became  manifest  that  the 
driver  intended  to  act  contrary  to  the 
course  usually  adopted  by  persons  of  rea- 
sonable prudence  under  like  circum- 
stances. But  the  negligence  of  the  driver 
will  not  excuse  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  railroad  employees.  If  the  life  of 
Case  was  destroyed  by  the  concurrent 
negligence  of  two  or  more  persons,  none 
of  whom  were  acting  as  his  agent  or  ser- 
vant, nor  subject  to  his  government  or 
control,  all  the  employers  of  the  guilty 
agents  may  be  held  responsible  for  the 
injury,  and  one  cannot  plead  the  negli- 
gence of  the  servants  of  the  other  as 
matter  of  defence  in  an  action  against 
himself.  This  doctrine  was  announced 
by  this  court  in  Stewart^s  Case,  2  Met. 
(Ky.)  119,  and  it  is  in  harmony  with 
the  reason  of  the  law,  and  we  are  not 
inclined  to  depart  from  it,  although  a 
different  rule  appears  to  have  been  fol- 
lowed in  one  English  and  a  few  Ameri- 
can cases.'* 

In  Cuddy  v.  Horn,  46  Mich.  596,  (s. 
c.  21  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  302,  and  note), 
the  injury  was  caused  by  collision  of  two 
steamers,  through  mutual  negligence  of 
managers  of  each.  One  of  the  vessels 
had  been  chartered,  but  the  charterer  did 
not  control  the  movements  of  the  boat. 
The  action  was  against  the  owners  of 
both  vessels,  and  was  sustained,  citing 
Cohgrove  v.  Rd,,  20  N.  Y.  492  ;  Cooper 
v.  E.  T.  Co,,  79  Id.  116  ;  HUlman  v. 
Newington,  57  Cal.  56. 

Private  Conveyances. — Many  cases 
have  made  a  distinction  between  public 
and  private  conveyances,  but  others  have 


refused  to  recognise  any  difference  in  the 
principle  of  the  doctrine. 

The  grounds  for  this  distinction  are 
well  stated  by  Rtan,  C.  J.,  in  Priiem 
V.  Mineral  B)int,  43  Wis.  513,  526.  In 
that  case  plaintiff  was  riding  in  a  pri- 
vate conveyance  at  the  inviution  of  th€ 
driver,  and  it  was  held  that  the  driTcr 
was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  whose 
negligence  was  imputable  to  him.  Rta5, 
C.  J.,  said  (p.  528),  "  One  in  &  private 
conveyance  voluntarily  tmsts  his  per- 
sonal safety  in  the  conveyance  to  the  per- 
son in  control  of  it.  Voluntary  entrance 
into  a  private  conveyance  adopts  the 
conveyance  for  the  time  being  as  one's 
own,  and  assumes  the  risk  of  the  skill 
of  the  person  guiding  it.  Pro  hac  vkt, 
the  master  of  a  private  yacht  or  the  dri- 
ver of  a  private  carriage  is  accepted  as 
agent  by  every  person  voluntarily  com- 
mitting himself  to  it.  When  paierfam- 
lias  drives  his  wife  and  child  in  his  own 
vehicle  he  is  surely  their  agent  in  driving 
them,  to  charge  them  with  negligence. 
It  is  difficult  to  perceive  on  what  principle 
he  is  less  the  agent  of  one  who  accepu 
his  or  their  invitation  to  ride  with  them. 
There  is  a  personal  trust  in  such  cases, 
which  implies  an  agency.  So,  scTcral 
persons  voluntarily  associating 
selves  to  travel  together  in  one  convey- 
ance, not  only  put  a  personal  tmst  m 
the  skill  of  that  one  of  them  whom  they 
trust  with  the  direction  and  control  of 
the  conveyance,  but  appear  topnt*!^'* 
sonal  trust  each  in  the  direction  of  each 
against  negligence  affecting  the  comwo" 
safety.  One  enters  a  private  conTey- 
ance  in  some  sort  of  free  choice ;  ^olnn- 


and 
vol- 


tarily  trusting  to  its  stifficiency 
safety.  It  appears  absurd  that  one 
untarily  choosing  to  ride  in  a  pnvat« 
conveyance  tmsts  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  highway,  to  the  care  and  skill  exer- 
cised in  all  other  vehicles  upon  it,  W  ^ 
care  and  skill  governing  trains  at 
road  crossings,  to  the  care  and  skill 
everything  except  that  which  is  mo*' 
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mediately  important  to  himself,  and 
trusts  nothing  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
very  yehicle  in  which  he  volantarily  tra- 
vels, nothing  to  the  care  and  skill  of  the 
person  in  charge  of  it.  His  volantary 
entrance  is  an  act  of  faith  in  the  driver ; 
by  implication  of  law  he  accepU  the  dri- 
ver as  his  agent  to  drive  him.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  express  adjudication,  the  gen- 
eral rules  of  implied  agency  appears  to 
sanction  this  view."  See  IJou/e  v.  Ful- 
toHy  29  Wis.  296.  Otis  v.  JanesvUle^  47 
Id.  422,  follows  Pridtaux  v.  Mineral^ 
IhitUy  suprOf  and  holds  that  the  contribu- 
tory negligence  of  the  driver  of  a  private 
conveyance  in  which  a  person  is  volunta- 
rily riding  at  the  time  of  receiving  an 
injury  from  a  defective  highway,  is  im- 
putable to  the  person  so  injured,  to  pre- 
vent a  recovery. 

This  distinction  has  also  been  taken  in 
Michigan.  In  Lake  Shore,  ^c,  /2dL  v. 
AlUler,  25  Mich.  274,  287,  a  female  ser- 
vant was  riding  with  her  employer  in  his 
wagon,  which  was  wrecked  by  a  railroad 
train  of  defendant.  The  driver  of  the 
wagon  appeared  to  have  been  guilty  of 
negligence  directly  contributing  to  the 
injury  against  which  the  plaintiflF  warned 
him.  This  negligence  was  held  to  be 
imputed  to  the  plaintiff,  so  as  to  preclude 
a  recovery. 

Iowa  has  also  adopted  this  rule.  Tn 
Paifne  v.  C,  R.  I.  4'  P.  Rd.,  39  Iowa 
523,  the  action  was  for  injuries  received 
at  a  railroad  crossing  of  defendant  by 
collision  of  a  wagon  with  defendants' 
train.  The  wagon  was  driven  by  a  third 
person  and  plaintiff  was  a  voluntary 
passenger  therein.  It  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  rely  upon  the  dil- 
igence of  the  driver  for  a  recovery. 

This  distinction  was  adopted  in  one 
New  York  case — Brown  v.  JV.  Y,  Cent, 
Rd.y  31  Barb.  385— -but  denied  in  others. 
In  Robinson  v.  N.  Y.  ^  H.  R.  Rd,,  66 
N.  Y.  11,  a  female  accepted  an  invita- 
tion to  ride  in  a  buggy  with  a  person 
who  was  entirely  competent  to  manage 
the  horses.   While  crossing  the  defend- 


ant's railroad  track  the  buggy  collided 
with  defendant's  train.  It  was  held  that 
if  she  was  free  from  negligence  herself, 
she  was  entitled  to  recover,  although  the 
driver  might  be  guilty  of  negligence 
which  contributed  to  the  injury.  This 
case  is  criticised  by  Rtak,  C.  J.,  in 
Pridtaux  v.  Mineral  Point,  supra. 

The  New  York  case,  Robinson  v.  Rd. 
supra,  is  approved  in  Difer  v.  Erie  Ry. 
71  N.  Y.  228.  In  that  case  plaintilT 
was  injured  while  crossing  defendants' 
railroad  track  in  a  public  thoroughfare, 
while  riding  by  permission  and  invitation 
of  a  third  person,  the  owner  of  the  horses 
and  wagon  driven.  It  was  held  that  as 
no  relationship  of  principal  and  agen 
arose  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  dri- 
ver of  the  vehicle,  the  former  was  not 
responsible  for  Uie  negligence  of  the  lat- 
ter, where  he  himself  is  not  chargeable 
with  negligence,  and  where  there  is  no 
claim  that  the  driver  was  not  competent 
to  control  and  manage  the  train.  This 
case  affirms  that  of  Robinson  v.  Rd,,  su- 
pra, and  pats  this  principle  at  rest  in  New 
York. 

In  Metcal/v.  Baker,  II  Abb.  Pr.  Rep. 
(N.  S.)  431  ;  8.  c.  2  Jones  &  Sp.  10, 
plaintiff  was  riding  gratuitously  in  A. 's 
carriage,  who  was  driving  at  the  time  of 
the  accident,  which  was  caused  by  colli- 
sion of  A.'s  carriage  with  defendant's 
wagon,  which  was  driven  by  defendant's 
servant.  Both  drivers  contributed  to  the 
injury.  The  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to 
recover,  citing  and  approving  Coiegrove 
v.  N,  Y,  ^  H,  R.  Rd,,  6  Duer  382  ; 
S.  c,  20  N.  Y.  492. 

In  Knapp'  v.  Dagg,  18  How.  Prac. 
165,  plaintiff  was  riding  as  a  passenger 
in  her  brother's  wagon,  when  they  met 
and  collided  with  the  defendant's  wagon, 
she  being  thrown  out  and  injured,  the 
accident  being  occasioned  by  mutual  negli- 
gence of  both  drivers,  without  any  blame 
on  part  of  plaintiff  unless  in  riding  with 
a  careless  driver.  She  was  held  not  to 
be  chargeable  with  the  negligence  of  her 
driver.  The  court  said  (p.  165)  :  "The 
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plaintiff  is  not  chargeable  with  the  negli- 
gence of  the  driver  of  the  team  after 
which  she  rode.  She  could  have  sued 
him  for  the  injury  she  has  sustained.  The 
defendant  is  guilty  of  injuring  her  as 
well  as  he  is.  They  have  severally 
wronged  her.  She  might  sne  either." 
It  was  said  in  Brown  v.  Rd.,  tupra, 
that  this  case  was  not  good  law,  but 
Robinson  y.  Rd,  tujirOf  aod  Dryer  y. 
Erie  Ry,j  supra ^  settle  the  rule  this  way 
in  N.  Y. 


The  principal  case  fnlly  sns^tains  the 
New  York  rule. 

EUOEKE  McQciLLEK. 

[Since  the  receipt  of  the  above  note 
a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Errors  and 
Appeals  of  New  Jersey  has  been  pub- 
lished in  which  that  court  abo  declines  to 
adopt  the  rule  laid  down  in  Thorogood  v. 
Bryan,  See  N.  1'.,  L,  E.  ^  West,  Rd  r. 
Steinbrenner,  18  Vroom  161,  ante^  p. 
684.—ED.) 


Supreme  Court  of  Indiana. 

GLIDDEN  V,  HENRY. 
A  promissory  note  containing  the  clause,  **  the  drawers  and  endorsers*  •  * 
expressly  agree  that  the  payee  or  his  assignees  may  extend  the  time  of  payment 
thereof  from  time  to  time,  indefinitely,  as  he  or  they  may  see  fit,**  is  non-negotiable. 

Appeal  from  Henry  Circuit  Court. 

Millett  ^  Bundy^  for  appellant. 
J,  M,  Morris,  for  appellee. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

ZoLLARS,  J. — For  value,  and  before  maturity,  appellee  became 
the  owner  of  two  promissory  notes  executed  by  appellant,  one  of 
which  is  as  follows : 

J750.  New  Castle,  Ind.,  April  14th  1883. 

Twelve  months  after  date  we,  or  either  of  us,  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  George  W.  Nugen,  Jr.,  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  after  date, 
until  paid,  and  attorney  fees,  value  received,  without  any  relief 
whatever  from  valuation  or  appraisement  laws,  with  eight  per  cent 
interest  from  maturity.  The  drawers  and  endorsers  severally  waive 
presentment  for  payment,  protest  and  notice  of  protest  and  non- 
payment of  this  note,  and  furthe;*,  expressly  agree  that  the  payee 
or  his  assignees  may  extend  the  time  of  paynrent  thereof  from  time 
to  time,  indefinitely,  as  he  or  they  may  see  fit,  and  receive  interest 
in  advance,  or  otherwise,  from  the  maker  or  endorsers,  for  any 
extension  or  forbearance  so  made.  Negotiable  and  payable  at  the 
Citizens'  State  Bank  of  New  Castle.  J.  W.  Gliddsn. 
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So  far  as  is  material  here,  the  other  note  is  the  same.  Appellee 
brought  this  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  notes,  and  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage  given  by  appellant  to  secure  them.  The  ques- 
tions for  decision  are  presented  by  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  in 
sustaining  a  demurrer  to  appellant*s  answers,  and  the  assignment 
here  that  that  ruling  was  erroneous.  If  the  notes  are  negotiable 
as  inland  bills  of  exchange,  the  demurrer  was  properly  sustained, 
because  the  defences  set  up  in  the  answers  are  such  as  cannot  be 
made  as  against  the  bona  fide  holder  of  such  paper.  We  are  there- 
fore met  at  the  threshold  with  the  question,  are  these  notes  negotiable 
as  inland  bills  of  exchange?  In  section  5506,  Rev.  St.  1881,  it  is 
provided  that  notes  payable  to  order  or  bearer,  in  a  bank  in  this 
state,  shall  be  negotiable  as  inland  bills  of  exchange,  and  the  pay- 
ees and  endorsees  thereof  may  recover  as  in  case  of  such  bills." 
This  statute  does  not  provide  what  shall  constitute  a  promissory  note. 
The  term  note  is  used  as  it  was  under  the  law-merchant  in  the 
commercial  world  :  Melton  v.  Gibson^  97  Ind.  158.  The  sole  pur- 
pose of  the  section  was  to  put  a  limitation  upon  section  5503,  and 
provide  for  commercial  paper  that  might  circulate  free  from  defences 
in  favor  of  the  maker.  This  is  accomplished  by  the  provision  that, 
if  the  note  be  payable  at  a  bank  in  this  state,  it  shall  be  negotiable 
as  inland  bills  of  exchange.  The  note,  then  with  the  addition  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute,  must  be  such  as  would  have  been  negotiable 
under  the  law-merchant  without  any  statutory  provision.  Are  the 
notes  in  suit  such  as  would  have  been  thus  negotiable?  A  stand- 
ard author  has  said  :  "  To  learn  what  qualities  are  essential  to  a 
negotiable  promissory  note,  we  must  bear  in  mind  the  purpose  of 
the  note,  and  of  the  law  in  relation  to  it.  This  is  simply  that  the 
note  may  represent  money,  and  do  all  the  work  of  money  in  busi- 
ness transactions.  For  this  purpose,  the  first  requisite — that,  indeed, 
which  includes  all  the  rest — is  certainty.  This  means  certainty. — 
*  *  *  Second,  as  to  the  person  or  persons  who  are  to  make  this  pay- 
ment, and  the  order  and  conditions  of  their  liability.  *  *  *  Fourth, 
as  to  the  time  when  payment  is  to  be  made.  *  *  *  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  law  endeavors  to  enforce,  define  and  protect  all  these  cer- 
tainties as  far  as  possible,  *'  &c.  Par.  Bills  &  Notes  30.  See,  also, 
1  Daniel  Neg.  Inst.  §  41.  This  same  general  doctrine  of  the  books 
is  recognised  by  this  and  all  other  courts :  Walker  v.  Woollen^  54 
Ind.  164.  In  this  case  it  was  said  :  **  A  note,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  negotiable  in  accordance  with  the  law-merchant,  must  be  payable 
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unconditionally  and  at  all  events,  and  at  some  fixed  period  of  time, 
or  upon  some  event  which  must  inevitably  happen." 

Were  it  necessary  we  might  cite  numerous  decisions  by  this  court 
asserting  the  general  doctrine  of  certainty  as  necessary  to  a  pro- 
missory note  under  the  law  merchant.  The  difficulty  is  not  as  to 
the  general  doctrine,  but  the  application  of  it  to  each  case  as  it 
arises.  In  the  case  before  us,  all  parts  of  the  note  must  be  looked 
to  in  determining  the  quality  of  the  paper.  There  is  a  promise  to 
pay  in  twelve  months,  but  that  promise  is  not  certain  and  uncondi- 
tional. The  other  clause  is  that  the  time  of  payment  may  be 
extended  indefinitely,  as  the  parties  may  agree.  From  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  note,  it  is  impossible  to  tell  when  it  may  mature,  because 
it  is  impossible  to  know  what  extension  may  have  been  or  may  here- 
after be  agreed  upon.  No  definite  time  is  fixed,  nor  is  the  maturity 
of  the  note  dependent  upon  an  event  that  must  inevitably  happen. 
The  condition  is,  not  that  something  may  happen  or  be  done  that 
will  mature  the  note  before  the  time  named,  thus  leaving  that  time 
as  fixed  and  certain,  if  the  thing  do  not  happen  or  be  not  done,  but 
the  condition  is  that  the  time  named  may  be  displaced  by  another 
uncertain  and  indefinite  time,  as  the  parties  may  agree.  This  dis- 
tinguishes the  case  from  some  of  the  cases  cited  by  appellee,  which 
hold  that  so  long  as  a  definite  time  of  payment,  as  fixed  in  the 
note,  remains  fixed  and  certain,  the  note  retains  its  negotiability, 
although  by  certain  agreed  conditions  it  may  be  matured  before  that 
time.  The  case  here  is  also  distinguishable  from  another  class  of 
cases  which  hold  that  the  time  of  payment  may  be  dependent  upon 
an  event  that  must  inevitably  happen,  such  as  the  death  of  the 
maker,  the  coming  of  the  seasons,  &c. 

The  precise  question  involved  here  has  been  passed  upon  by  the 
Supreme  Courts  of  Iowa  and  Michigan,  and  in  each  case  it  was 
held  that  the  condition  destroyed  the  negotiability  of  the  note : 
Woodbury  v.  Roberts^  59  Iowa  348 ;  Smith  v.  Van  Blarcom^  45 
Mich.  371  ;  see,  also.  Cook  v.  Satterlee^  6  Cow.  108 ;  GillUan  v. 
Myers,  31  111.  525 ;  Co%telo  v.  Crowell,  127  Mass.  293.  We  con- 
clude from  the  foregoing  that  the  notes  in  suit  are  not  negotiable 
under  the  statute  as  inland  bills  of  exchange,  and  that,  therefore, 
whatever  defences  appellant  might  have  set  up  and  made  available 
as  against  Nugen,  the  payee,  he  may  set  up  and  make  available  as 
against  appellee.  Appellee  concedes  that  the  first  answer  is  sufficient 
if  the  notes  in  his  hands  are  subject  to  defences  by  appellant.  A 
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holding,  therefore,  that  the  notes  are  thus  subject  to  defences,  is  a 
holding  that  the  court  below  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  all 
of  the  answers.  Appellant's  counsel  have  directed  the  whole  of 
their  argument  to  the  proposition  that  the  notes  are  open  to  defences, 
and  have  said  nothing  in  support  of  the  answers.  The  first  answer 
is  clearly  good,  as  it  sets  up  an  entire  want  of  consideration  for  the 
notes.  For  the  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to  this  answer,  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed.  There  is  nothing  in  the  notes  nor  in  the 
mortgage  that  can  operate  as  an  estoppel,  as  against  appellant,  to 
make  this  defence. 

As  there  is  no  discussion  of  the  other  answers,  we  observe  simply 
that  the  second  answer,  setting  up  an  extension  of  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, is  not  good  as  a  plea  in  bar.  If  such  an  extension  may  be 
made  available,  as  we  think  it  may  be  in  this  case,  it  should  be 
brought  forward  as  a  plea  in  abatement.  And  under  our  present 
statute  (section  365,  Rev.  St.  1881)  such  answer  must  precede,  and 
cannot  be  pleaded  with,  an  answer  in  bar.  As  to  the  third  answer, 
in  which  there  was  an  attempt  to  make  available  as  a  defence  the 
fact  that  Nugen  was  not  the  owner  of  an  undivided  one-third  of  the 
land  covered  by  the  mortgage,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  plea 
does  not  make  a  defence  either  upon  the  ground  of  fraud,  or  upon 
the  ground  that  there  was  a  breach  of  warranty. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  with  costs. 


Speaking  of  a  promissory  note,  it  was 
said  that  *'it  must  be  an  absolute  promise, 
in  writing,  signed,  but  not  sealed,  to  pay 
a  specified  sum  at  a  time  therein  limited, 
or  on  demand,  or  at  sight,  to  a  per- 
son therein  named,  or  to  his  order,  or  to 
the  bearer  :**  Drake  v.  Markle,  21  Ind. 
435,  citing  Bylos  on  Bills  4.  This  is 
substantially  the  definition  of  the  books 
and  cases :  Daniels  on  Negotiable  Instru- 
ments, sect.  30 :  Story  on  Notes,  sects. 
20-22  ;  Benjamin  Chalmers's  Digest, 
art.  271  ;  Haifa  v.  Gwin,  19  Ind.  19  ; 
Miller  V.  Austen,  13  How.  (U.  S.)  218; 
1  Pars.  Notes  and  Bills  42  ;  Chitty  on 
Bills  134. 

Requisite  as  to  time  of  Payment, — The 
principal  case  turned  upon  the  question 
whether  or  not  the  time  of  payment  was 
made  certain  by  the  words  used  ;  and  it 


was  held  that  it  was  not,  and  conse- 
quently the  note  was  not  negotiable. 

Story  says  a  note  **  must  be  payable 
absolutely,  and  at  all  events,  and  not  be 
subject  to  any  condition  or  contingency 
Story  on  Notes,  sect.  20-22. 

"  It  is  an  essential  requisite  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  that  there  must  be  certainty 
as  to  the  fact  of  payment.  It  mnst  be 
payable  at  all  events,  and  not  dependent 
upon  a  condition  or  contingency  Tit' 
low  V.  HiMard,  63  Ind.  8  ;  Hays  v. 
Gwin,  19  Id.  21. 

**  A  note,  in  order  that  it  be  negotiable 
in  accordance  with  the  law-merchant, 
must  be  payable  unconditionally,  and  at 
all  events,  and  at  some  fixed  period  of 
time,  or  upon  some  event  which  must  in- 
evitably happen  Walker  v.  Woollen , 
54  Ind.  166  ;  Walters  v.  Short,  10  lU. 
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259;  Whtteman  r.  Bltst,  24  Id.  170; 
Cook  V.  Satierlee,  6  Cow.  108. 

**  A  written  engagement  by  one  per- 
son, to  pa  J  absolutely  and  uncondition- 
ally to  another  person  therein  named,  or 
to  his  order,  or  to  the  bearer,  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  at  a  specified  time,  or  on 
demand,  or  at  sight  BcUl  v.  Farmer, 
6  Denio  486. 

In  the  view  of  this  rule,  what  instru- 
ments have  and  have  not  been  held  ne- 
gotiable with  reference  to  the  time  of 
payment  ? 

First. — A  bill  or  note  may  be  payable 
on  demand,  as  when  demanded,'*  or 
*  *  at  any  time  when  called  for :'  *  Kingsbury 
p.  Butler,  4  Vt.  458 :  Bowman  y. 
McCliesney,  22  Gratl.  609.  Or  it  may 
be  payable  in  such  instalments,  and  at 
such  time  as  B.  (the  payee)  may  re- 
quire ;"  this  being  nothing  more  than 
the  demand  of  the  payee,  and  if  complied 
with  is  a  payment  on  demand  :  Whiter, 
Smith,  77  III.  351.  In  the  case  cited  the 
note  was  payable  in  such  instalments  as 
the  directors  of  tlic  payee  company  might 
assess  or  require  ;  sec  also  Protection  Ins, 
Co.  V.  Bill,  31  Conn.  534.  And  a  note 
payable  in  instalments  not  to  exceed  ten 
per  cent,  on  each  note,  at  thirty  days, 
notice  of  call  from  board  of  directors  was 
upheld  ;  Stillwell  v.  Craig,  58  Mo.  24 ; 
also,  a  note  **  payable  in  such  manner 
and  proportion,  and  at  such  time  and 
place  as  B.  shall  require,"  being  pay- 
able on  demand :  Goshen  v.  Hurtin,  9 
Johns.  217  ;  see  Washington  Co,  Mutual 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Miller,  26  Vt.  77.  Bat  not 
to  pay  at  such  times,  and  in  such  articles 
as  A.  may  need  for  support :  Corbitt  v. 
Stonemetz,  15  Wis.  170.  Payable  "on 
demand,  with  interest  after  four  months" 
is  good  :  Loring  v.  Gumey,  5  Pick.  15. 
See  First  Nat,  Bank  r.  Price,  52  Iowa 
570  ;  Hobart  v.  Dodge,  1  Fairf.  (Me.) 
156.  If  no  time  of  payment  is  specified,  it 
is  understood  that  the  note  is  payable  on 
demand  :  Thompson  r.  Ketcham,  8  Johns. 
189  ;  Abbott  v.  Douglass,  1  C.  B.  491  ; 
Herrick  y.  Bennett,  8  Johns.  374 ;  Al- 


dous  T.  Camvell,  L.  B.,  3  Q.  B.  573; 
Gaylord  v.  Van  Loan,  15  Wend.  308; 
Wliitlock  v.  Underwood,  2  B.  &  C. 
157  ;  Cornell  v.  Moulton,  3  Denio  IS; 
Stover  v.  Hamilton,  21  Gratt.  S73 ;  KefO 
V.  Fensternmaker,  24  Cal.  329 ;  Grmi. 
Drehillis,  1  la.  552  ;  Freeman  v.  Metii^ 
15  Ga.  215;  Dodd  v.  Denny,  6  Ore. 
157  ;  Kendall  v.  Galvin,  15  Me.  181; 
Bacon  v.  Page,  I  Conn.  404  ;  Joms  t. 
Brown,  11  Ohio  St.  601 ;  Porta- v.  Bar- 
ter, 5 1  Me.  376.    And  if  payable  "  

months  after  date,"  it  is  payable  on  d^ 
mand  :  McLean  v.  NichJm,  3  Victorian 
L,  R.  107. 

Second. — A  note  or  bill  may  be  pay- 
able **at  sight"  or  at  a  certain  fixed 
period  **  after  sight."  (This  term  is  sel- 
dom applied  to  a  note.)  The  in-strumcot 
is  payable  at  sight  when  it  is  expressed 
to  be  60  payable,  or  **  on  presentation," 
or  **  on  demand  at  sight Dixon  r.  ^ut- 
tall,  1  Cr.,  M.  &  R.  307.  So  a  promise 
to  pay  a  certain  sum  after  six  months' 
notice  is  good  ;  for  a  time  certain  may 
be  fixed  by  giving  notice :  Walker  v. 
Roberts,  Car.  &  Marsh.  590;  Gajftesy. 
Uibbard,  5  Biss.  99  ;  Dulckss  Co.  t.  Ai- 
vis,  14  Johns.  238. 

Third.— A  bill  or  note  may  be  made 
payable  at  a  fixed  future  time;  at  a 
fixed  period  after  date  ;  at  a  fixed  fnture 
period  after  sight ;  or  at  a  time  certain 
to  transpire  though  indefinite;  Coldfon 
V.  Cooke,  Willes  393  ;  Cota  v.  Bud,  7 
Met.  588. 

The  time,  however,  when  the  no^  is 
payable,  must  certainly  come,  aIthougl» 
the  particular  day  need  not  be  mentioned 
in  the  note.  Thus  the  following  has  been 
held  not  to  render  a  note  non-negotiable : 
"I  promise  to  pay  A.,  or  bearer, one 
hundred  dollars,  one  year  from  d«te» 
with  annual  interest ;  and  if  there  i«n<>^ 
enough  realized  by  good  management  in 
one  year,  to  have  more  time  to  pay» 
the  manufacture  of  the  plaster  bed  on 
B.'8land.»'  It  was  said  that  the  only 
uncertainty  was  as  to  tlie  length  of  tune 
to  be  given,  and  that  uncertainty 
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law  makes  certain  by  giving  him  a  rea- 
sonable time  thereafter  (the  time  pre- 
scribed) to  make  the  payment Capron 
T.  Capron,  44  Vt.  420. 

Likewise  a  note  was  held  to  be  nego- 
tiable that  provided  that  it  was  **to  be 
paid  as  soon  as  collected  from  my  ac- 
counts at  B.  for  the  phrase  did  not 
make  the  debt  conditional,  but  only  pro- 
vided that  a  reasonable  time  was  to  be 
allowed  for  the  collection  of  the  accounts : 
Uhsddl  V.  Cunningham,  22  Mo.  124. 
So  a  note  payable  on  demand  after  date 
"  when  convenient'*  was  held  valid  and 
payable  absolutely  in  a  reasonable  time : 
Works  V.  Bershey,  35  la.  340 ;  Lewis 
V.  Tipton,  10  Ohio  St.  88 ;  so  a  note 
payable  as  soon  as  I  can  Kincardy, 
Higgins,  1  Bibb  (Ky.)  396.  A  note 
payable  from  the  avails  of  logs  bought 
of  B.y  when  there  is  a  sale  made 
Sears  v.  Wright,  24  Me.  278  ;  or  **  when 
I  sell  my  place  where  I  now  live,'*  has 
been  held,  in  Maine,  payable  absolutely 
after  a  reasonable  time :  Crocker  v. 
Holmes,  65  Me.  195.  Likewise,  a  note 
payable  in  six  months,  or  as  soon  as  I 
can  with  due  diligence  make  the  money 
out  of  said  patent  right  Palmer  v. 
Hummer,  10  Kans.  464 ;  8.  o.  15  Am. 
Rep.  353  ;  contra,  Hubbardjr.  Mosdy,  1 1 
Gray  170  ;  or  **  as  B.*8  horse  earns  the 
money  in  the  cavalry  service  Gardner 
V.  Barger,  4  Heisk.  669  ;  **  or  sooner 
if  made  out  of  a  certain  sale  Ernst  v. 
Stedcman,  74  Penn.  St.  13;  s.  c.  15 
Am.  Rep.  542 ;  Woollen  v.  Ulrich,  64 
Ind.  120;  Noll  r.  Smith,  Id.  511  ;  Cor- 
nell V.  Nebeker,  58  Id.  425  ;  Walker  v. 
Woollen,  54  Id.  165  ;  s.  o.  23  Am.  Rep. 
639  ;  Cisne  v.  Chidester,  85  111.  523  ;  has 
been  held  negotiable  :  Charlton  v.  Reed, 
61  la.  166  ;  8.  c.  47  Am.  Rep.  808. 

A  note  payable  as  soon  as  realized," 
to  which  was  added,  to  be  paid  in  the 
course  of  the  season  now  coming,  was 
held  to  be  an  undertaking  to  pay  abso- 
lately.  It  was  said  :  '*  Whatever  time 
may  be  understood  by  the  coming  season, 
whether  harvest-time  or  the  coming  year, 
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it  must  come  by  mere  lapse  of  time,  and 
that  must  be  the  ultimate  limit  of  the 
time  of  payment  :**  Cota  v.  Buck^ 
7  Met.  588.  Likewise  a  certificate  pay- 
able **  on  the  return  of  this  certificate,** 
is  negotiable  :  but  adding  '*and  the  re- 
turn of  my  guaranty*'  of  a  certain  note 
engrafts  a  collateral  condition  which  de- 
feats the  negotiability  of  the  instrument : 
Smilie  v.  Stevens,  39  Vt.  316  ;  Blood  v. 
Nortkap,  1  Kans.  29. 

So  a  note  may  be  expressed  to  l)e  pay- 
able, in  efiViCt,  in  a  reasonable  time.  Il- 
lustrations of  this  rule  have  elsewhere 
been  gi  veri.  Thus  a  note  payable  *  *  when 
convenient**  was  upheld ;  fur  the  court 
could  say  what  is  a  reasonable  time,  and 
the  phrase  used  meant  nothing  else : 
Capron  v.  Capron,  44  Vt.  410;  (contra, 
Nunez  V.  Dautel,  19  Wall.  560)  ;  Work 
T.  Hershey,  35  la.  340  ;  Lewis  v.  Tipton, 
10  Ohio  St.  88 ;  ia*ntra,  Ex  parte 
Todiell,  4  Vea.  372.  Or  **  when  I  sell 
my  place  Crooker  v.  Holmes,  65  Me. 
195  ;  or  ^'  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  collected 
from  my  accounts  at  P. :  *  *  Ubsddl  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 22  Mo.  124.  As  we  have  seen 
a  note  payable  when  A.  becomes  of  age, 
is  non-negotiable,  for  he  may  never  at- 
tain his  majority  ;  but  if  the  date  of  that 
prospective  attainment  were  mentioned 
it  would  be  different :  Goss  v.  Nelson, 
1  Burr.  226.  But  a  note  payable  at  or 
within  a  certain  time  after  a  raan*s  death 
is  not  objectionable,  for  the  man  will 
certainly  die  :  Cooke  v.  Colehan,  2  Stra. 
1217  ;  Colehan  t.  Cooke,  Willes  393  ; 
Boffey  V.  Greenwell,  10  A.  &  E.  222  ; 
Conn  V.  Thornton,  46  Ala.  587  ;  Mortee 
V.  Edwards,  20  La.  Ann.  236  ;  even  if 
made  payable  after  the  death  of  the 
maker:  Bristol  v.  Warner,  19  Conn. 
7 ;  as  **  one  day  after  date,  or  at  my 
death:**  Conn  v.  TAom/on,  46  Ala.  587. 

In  England  a  note  made  payable  a 
certain  time  aft«r  a  government-ship  is 
paid  off"  was  held  valid  ;  for  the  govern- 
ment is  sure  to  pay  :  Andrews  v.  Franlc 
lin,  1  Stra.  24  ;  Evans  v.  Underwood,  1 
Wilfl.  262.    But  this  case  has  been  se- 
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vfli-ely  criticised  in  this  country :  1  Pars. 
N.  &  B.  40  ;  Edwards  on  Bills  &  Notes 
142. 

So  a  negotiable  note  may  be  made  pay- 
able in  instalments,  and  provide  that 
if  there  is  a  failure  to  pay  any  one  in- 
stalment when  due,  the  whole  note  shall 
become  due  and  collectible.  It  is  like  a 
note  or  bill  payable  a  certain  time  after 
sight :  Carton  v.  Kmealy,  12  M.  &  W. 
139.  See  Miiler  v.  BiddU,  13  L.  T. 
Rep.  334,  and  Wright  v.  Irwin,  33  Mich. 
32 ;  Cooke  v.  Borne,  29  L.  T.  (N.  S.) 
369  ;  Sea  v.  Glover,  1  Bradw.  335.  So 
a  note  payable  in  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars  *'  by  two  equal  instalments, 
due  Aug.  1st  and  Oct.  1st,"  is  valid: 
Garkins  t.  Davist,  2  IT.  &  F.  294  ;  see 
Saunders  v.  McCarthy,  8  Allen  42  ;  or 

in  Huch  manner  and  proportion,  and  at 
such  a  time  and  place  as  he  shall  require," 
as  we  have  seen  :  White  v.  ^Smith,  77  111. 
351  ;  see  Colgate  t.  Buckingham,  89 
Barb.  177  ;  but  not  **by  instalments," 
not  stating  date :  Mojfatt  r.  Edwards,  1 
Car.  &  M.  16.    So  a  note  payable  **  to 

B.  or  order,  $1000,  by  ten  equal  instal- 
ments, payable,  &c.,  all  instalments  to 
cease  on  the  death  of  A.,"  is  invalid : 
Worley  v.  Harrison,  3  A.  &  E.  669. 

During  the  late  Rebellion,  notes  were 
given  sometimes  payable  a  certain  time 
after  peace,  or  when  peace  should  be  de- 
clared. Thus  a  note  payable  "six 
months  after  peace  is  declared  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Confederate 
States  of  America,"  was  held  actionable 
six  months  after  peace  ensued  :  Brewster 
V.  Willianis,  2  S.  O.  455 ;  Mortee  v. 
Edwards,  20  La.  Ann.  236  ;  Gaines  v. 
Dorsett,  18  Id.  563.  But  this  view  has 
been  denied  :  McNinch  v.  Ramsey,  66  N. 

C.  229  ;  and  it  may  well  be  doubted  if 
they  are  negotiable :  1  Daniels  Neg. 
Inst.  sect.  49. 

If  a  note  is  payable  at  a  time  certain, 
its  negotiability  is  not  destroyed  because 
it  is  payable  on  or  before  that  time  ;  or 
**onor  before  one  year  from  date:" 
Hdmer  v.  Krolick^  36  Mich.  371.  **  The 


legal  rights  of  the  bolder  are  cleir  tnd 
certain  ;  the  note  is  due  at  a  time  fixed, 
an<l  it  is  not  due  before.  Trae,  the 
maker  may  pay  sooner  if  he  shall  cboose, 
but  this  option  if  exercised  wonld  be  a 
payment  in  advance  of  the  legal  liability 
to  pay,  and  nothing  more.  Notes  like 
this  are  common  in  commercial  trans- 
actions, and  we  are  not  aware  that  their 
negotiability  is  ever  questioned  in  busi- 
ness dealings.  It  onght  not  to  be 
questioned  for  the  sake  of  any  distinction 
that  does  not  rest  upon  reason Maiti' 
son  V.  Marks,  31  Mich.  421,  18  Am. 
Rep.  197  ;  Jordon  v.  Tate,  19  Ohio  St. 
586  :  Smith  v.  Ellis,  29  Me.  422;  Cvr- 
tisy,  Horn,  58  N.  H.  504;  Ernst  t. 
Steckman,  74  Penn.  St.  17 ;  s.  c.  15 
Am.  Rep.  542.  The  doctrine  of  these 
cases  applies  to  the  case  of  a  note  payable 
by  May  10th  "  or  when  A.  completes"  a 
certain  building  ''according  to  contract," 
for  the  time  fixed.  May  10,  is  the  ul- 
timate day  when  it  falls  due :  Stec«^ 
Blunt,  7  Mass.  240;  Goodloe^^  Ta^^f, 
S  Hawks  458. 

A  note  given  for  a  machine  and  con- 
taining the  clause  that  **  the  payee  or  his 
endorsee  has  full  power  to  declare  this 
note  due  and  take  full  possession  of 
property  at  any  time  they  rosy 
themselves  insecure,  even  before  the  ma- 
turity of  this  note,  and  sell  the  same 
where  this  note  is  payable,  on  five  ^^'.^ 
notice  in  writing,"  is  not  negotisWe 
because  the  amount  recoverable  is 
tain  :  Smith  v.  Marland,  59  la.  645  ;  see 
Deering  v.  Thorn,  29  Minn.  ISO. 

So  the  negotiability  of  a  note  p»y»^|* 
**  on  or  before  two  years  from  d*"** 
destroyed  by  a  memorandum  attached 
thereto  providing  that  if  paid  within  one 
year,  there  shall  be  no  interest ;  becanse 
the  amount'  is  uncertain:  Lo"'^ 
Story,  45  Mich.  488. 

If  a  note  is  payable  only  on  condition 
that  ceruin  terms  be  complied  with,  it « 
non-negotiable .  Such  is  the  case  if  ^ 
note  is  made  payable,  if  a  certain  t»  ' 
road  be  built  to  a  certain  point  by  a^iia* 
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named  :  Blackwan  Lehman^  63  Ala. 
547  :  Eldred  v.  2  Col.  320  ;  or 

if  a  certain  act  be  done  :  Ajrpieby  r, 
Beddolpk,  8  Mod.  363;  or  if  another 
person  stiall  not  preriouslj  pay  :  Roberts 
r.  Peakey  1  Burr.  328 ;  or  if  a  certain 
receipt  be  produced  :  Mason  t.  Metcalfe 
4  Bax.  440  ;  {contra^  Frank  t.  Wessels^ 
64  N.  T.  158),  becaose  retnm  of  the  re- 
ceipt was  not  the  essence  of  the  contract ; 
or  if  a  certain  ship  shall  arrive  :  Cod- 
idge  r,  Ruggler^  15  Mass.  387 :  Palmer 
v.  Pratt,  2  Bing.  185  ;  Grant  v.  Wood, 
12  Gray  220 ;  see  Pinkham  v.  Macy,  9 
Met.  174  ;  or  if  the  maker  be  able  :  Ex 
parte  TooUell,4t  Ves.  372;  Salimas  t. 
Wright,  1 1  Tex.  572  ;  or  **  when  A.  shall 
marry  Pearson  v.  Garrett,  4  Mod. 
242  ;  Beardsley  v.  Baldwin,  Stra.  1 157  ; 
or  **  when  a  certain  sale  is  made  De 
Forest  v.  FVary,  6  Cow.  151  ;  Hill  r. 
Halford,  2  B.  &  P.  413;  **  or  when  a 
certain  suit  is  determined  :**  Skelton  v. 
Bruce,  9  Ga.  24 ;  **  or  certain  divi- 
sions disclosed:"  Brooks  Y .  Hargreaves, 
21  Mich.  255  ;  or  **  when  the  estate  of 
A.  is  settled  up:"  Husband  v.  Epling^ 
81  lU.  172  ;  or  upon  an  event  not  inevi- 
table: Tradesman's  Bank  v.  Green,  57 
Md.  602  ;  or  when  a  certain  amount  is 
collected :"  Corhett  v.  State,  24  Ga.  287  ; 
or  '  *  after  arrival  and  discharge  of  coal  by 
the  brig  C. :"  Grant  v.  Wood,  12  Gray 
220  ;  or  *  *  payable  subject  to  the  policy : '  * 
American  Exchange  Bank  v.  Blanchard, 
7  Allen  332  ;  or  subject  to  a  certain  con- 
tract ;  Gushing  v.  Field,  70  Me.  50  ;  or 
**  as  per  agreement :"  Bank  of  Sherman 
T.  Apperson,  4  Fed.  Rep.  25  ;  (^contra. 
Jury  V.  Barker,  £1.,  Bl.  &  El.  459)  ; 
or  "  given  as  collateral  security  with  an 
agreement:"  Costello  y,  Crowell,  127 
Mass.  293.  In  each  of  these  instances 
the  note  was  held  non-negotiable;  for 
the  events  upon  which  the  maturity  of 
the  note  depends  may  never  happen. 

So  an  instrument  payable  in  instal- 
ments, where  no  time  for  the  instalments 
falling  due  is  told,  is  not  a  negotiable 
note :  Moffat  v.  Edwards,  Car.  ft  M. 
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16.  In  England  a  note  payable  ninety 
days  after  sight  or  when  realized,  was 
held  not  to  be  a  note  ;  as  we  have  seen 
it  has  been  held  otherwise  in  this  coun- 
try: Alexander  v.  Thomas,  16  Q.  B. 
333. 

So  a  note  payable  when  a  certain 
party  arrives  at  age,  is  not  negotiable ; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  that  he  is  of 
age  at  the  time  of  suit :  Kelley  v.  Hem- 
mingway,  13  111.  604  ;  and  the  same  is 
true  if  made  payable  six  months  after 
the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  between 
A.  &  B.,  and  the  settling  of  the  books : 
Sackett  v.  Palmer,  25  Barb.  179 ;  or 
when  a  certain  building  is  completed : 
Miller  v.  Excelsior  Stone  Co,,  1  Bradw. 
(111.)  273  ;  see  Stevens  v.  Blount,  7 
Mass.  240.) 

So  a  note  given  with  a  mortgage  pay- 
able in  a  year,  or  a  year  and  a  half  from 
date  "  or  sooner,  at  the  option  of  the 
mortgagor,  with  interest  at  six  per  cent, 
during  the  term  of  the  mortgage,"  is  not 
negotiable ;  for  it  is  not  payable  at  a 
definite  time,  or  at  a  time  that  can  be 
made  definite  at  the  election  of  the 
holder  :  Stults  v.  SUva^  119  Mass.  137  ; 
Way  V.  Smith,  111  Id.  523.  Likewise 
of  bonds  issued  by  a  company  containing 
the  clause  The  company  reserve  the 
right  to  pay  the  same  at  any  time  by 
adding  to  the  principal  a  sum  equal  to 
twenty  per  cent,  thereof:"  Chouteau  v. 
Allen,  70  Mo.  339. 

So  a  note  payable  on  the  happening 
of  two  events,  one  of  which  may  not 
happen,  is  not  negotiable :  Massie  v. 
Bel/ord,  68  111.  290 ;  and  the  same  is 
true  if  a  part  of  it  is  for  a  sum  certain 
and  a  part  upon  a  contingency  :  Palmer 
V.  Ward,  6  Gray  340. 

The  principal  case  is  amply  supported 
by  the  cases  cited  in  the  opinion.  In 
Smith  V.  Van  Blarcum,  cited,  it  was  said  : 
'*  There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the 
note  whereby  any  one  can  tell,  either 
directly  or  by  reference  to  any  particular 
event,  at  what  period  this  paper  will 
become  absolutely  payable.   We  cannot 
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oonceive  how  this  can  be  treated  as  not 
payable  on  a  contingency."  This  is 
supported  by  Woodbury  v.  Roberts^ 
cited;  A.  c.  44  Am.  Bep.  685.  Of 
a  note  in  another  instance  it  was  said : 
**  This  divests  it  of  the  quality  of  cer- 
tainty in  the  time  of  payment,  which, 
as  we  have  shown,  is  one  of  the  essential 
elements  of  negotiability.  The  time  of 
payment  may  be  lessened  at  the  option 
of  the  payee,  and  is  therefore  uncertain." 
This  note  contained  a  clause  allowing 


the  payee  to  declare  the  note  dne  at  any 
time  he  deemed  himself  insecure  *,  and  it 
was  held  non-negotiable:  Furst  Nat. 
Bank  V.  Bynum,  84  N.  C.  24;  s.  C.  S7 
Am.  Rep.  604.  See  Morgan  r.  Ed- 
wards,  53  Wis.  599  ;  8.  C.  40  Am.  Rep 
781  ;  Makoney  v.  FUzpairick,  188  Mass. 
151  ;  48  Am.  Rep.  502 ;  MiUer  t. 
Poage,  56  la.  96  ;  s.  c.  4!  Am.  Rep. 
82. 

W.  W.  Thorktoh. 
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A  cause  of  action  for  a  tort  is  assignable  so  as  to  vest  in  the  assignee  a  right  of 
action  in  his  own  name. 

J.,  who  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of  defendant  railroad  company,  assigned 
his  claim  for  damages  to  V.,  who  executed  the  following  agreement :  '*  In  consid- 
eration of  the  assignment  to  me  by  C.  O.  Johnson  of  his  claim  for  damages  against 
the  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Company,  resulting  to  him  by  reason  of  an 
injury  received  by  him  on  or  about  the  thirty-first  day  of  August  1881,  on  said  rail- 
way, I  hereby  agree  to  dispose  of  the  entire  amount  realized  on  said  claim  as  follows : 
For  my  own  compensation  in  and  about  the  prosecution  of  said  claim,  and  for  the 
use  of  any  advances  of  money  I  may  make  I  am  to  retain  thereof  the  Fum  of  fif? 
dollars  ;  I  am  also  to  retain  all  sums  of  money  that  I  may  advance  in  the  prosecn- 
tion  of  said  claim  ;  next,  I  agree  to  pay  out  of  the  proceeds  of  said  recovery  the 
reasonable  fee  of  the  attorneys  and  agents  employed  to  prosecute  said  cUim  o° 
fee  therefor  as  may  be  agreed  upon,  if  any  agreement  for  a  specific  amount  shall  be 
agreed  upon,  and  the  balance  of  said  recovery  I  agree  to  pay  to  the  said  G.  0. 
Johnson.  Held,  that  the  cause  of  action  was  assignable  ;  that  the  assignment  and 
agreement  did  not  constitute  barratry,  champerty,  or  maintenance  ;  and  that  V.  was 
entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  damages  against  the  railway  company  in  his  own 
name. 

In  such  an  action,  even  if  it  should  appear  that  the  assignment  was  colorable  and 
fraudulent,  the  assignor  need  not  be  made  a  party  to  the  action. 

Where  an  assipi^nmcnt  of  a  cause  of  action  is  legal  and  valid,  the  fact  that  it 
made  for  the  express  purpose  of  depriving  defendant  of  the  right  to  remoTc  the  case 
to  a  federal  court  on  the  ground  of  citizenship,  will  not  invalidate  it  or  entitle  defend- 
ant to  such  removal. 

Appeal  from  Polk  Circuit  Court. 

The  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  one  Johnson,  brought  this  action  to 
recover  damages  for  a  tort  committed  by  the  defendant.  The  latt«f 
moved  the  court  to  require  Johnson  to  be  made  a  party  to  the  action- 
This  motion  was  overruled,  and  the  defendant  appeals.    The  lattef 
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afterwards  filed  a  motion  to  transfer  the  cause  to  the  federal  court. 
This  motion  was  sustained,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Nowr%e  ^  Kauffman^  for  plaintiff. 

N.  M.  Subbard  and  W.  S.  M.  Clark,  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by. 

Sebvers,  J. — Ab  to  the  defendant' b  appeal, — The  petition  states 
that  G.  0.  Johnson  was  a  passenger  on  one  of  the  defendant's  trains, 
and  because  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  he  was  injured  and 
entitled  to  recover  damages  therefor.  The  nature  and  extent  of 
the  injuries  are  stated,  and  that  Johnson  had  assigned  his  claim  and 
right  of  action  to  the  plaintiff,  wherefor  judgment  was  asked.  The 
defendant  pleaded :  First,  a  general  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the 
petition ;  second,  that  the  assignment  was  colorable,  collusive, 
and  fraudulent,  and  made  for  the  purpose  of  depriving  defendant 
of  its  right  to  remove  the  cause  to  the  federal  court ; "  and,  third, 
^'that  the  assignment  of  the  claim  by  Johnson,  together  with  the 
assignment  executed  at  the  same  time  by  Vimont,  constitutes  bar- 
ratry, champerty  and  maintenance,  and  is  void  for  that  reason.*' 
The  agreement  executed  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  the  assignment 
was  made  is  in  these  words : 

"In  consideration  of  the  assignment  to  me  by  C.  0.  Johnson 
of  bis  claim  for  damages  against  the  Chicago  k  Northwestern  Rail- 
way Company,  resulting  to  him  by  reason  of  an  injury  received  by 
him  on  or  about  the  thirty-first  day  of  August  1881,  on  said  rail- 
way, I  hereby  agree  to  dispose  of  the  entire  amount  realized  on  said 
claim  as  follows :  For  my  own  compensation  in  and  about  the  prose- 
cution of  said  claim,  and  for  the  use  of  any  advances  of  money  I 
may  make  I  am  to  retain  thereof  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars.  I  am 
also  to  retain  all  sums  of  money  that  I  may  advance  in  the  prose- 
cation  of  said  claim.  Next,  I  agree  to  pay  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
said  recovery  the  reasonable  fee  of  the  attorneys  and  agents  employ ed 
to  prosecute  said  claim,  or  such  fee  thereof  as  may  be  agreed  upon, 
if  an  agreement  for  a  specific  amount  shall  be  agreed  upon.  And 
the  balance  of  said  recovery  I  agree  to  pay  to  the  said  C.  0.  John- 
eon.  Wm.  H.  Vimont." 

The  defendant  also  pleaded  that  the  assignment  was  made  and 
completed  in  Illinois,  and  that  by  the  laws  of  that  state  the  assign- 
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ment  is  void,  and  that  it  is  illegal  and  void  under  tbe  laws  of  Iowa. 
The  defendant  moved  the  court  to  make  an  order  requiring  said 
Johnson  to  be  made  a  party  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  no  deter- 
mination of  the  controversy  could  be  made  unless  said  Johnson  was 
a  party  to  the  record.  And,  in  support  of  the  motion,  the  defend- 
ant introduced  the  deposition  of  the  plaintiff  showing  the  agreement 
taken  back  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  was  as  above  set  forth: 

That  the  plaintiff  paid  said  Johnson  no  money,  and  don't  know 
him  ;  that  the  assignment  was  procured  by  his  attorneys,  Nourse  4 
Kauffman — Mr.  Nourse  being  his  brother-in-law ;  that  he  had  no 
knowledge  of  this  claim  prior  to  receiving  information  in  regard  to 
it  from  Nourse  &  Kauffman.*' 

Is  an  action  for  a  tort  assignable  so  as  to  vest  in  the  assignee  a 
right  of  action  in  his  own  name  ?  In  Weire  v.  City  of  Davrnporti 
11  Iowa  49,  it  was  held  that  a  right  of  action  for  a  tort  could  be 
sold  and  transferred  at  common  law,  and  in  Grat/  v.  McCalliiter^ 
50  Iowa  497,  it  was  held  that  a  claim  for  a  personal  tort,  which 
dies  with  the  party,  could  be  sold  or  transferred  like  any  other 
cause  of  action.  See,  also.  Small  v.  Railroad  Co.^  60  Iowa  338. 
We  are  not  disposed  to  depart  from  the  rule  established  in  these 
cases,  therefore  the  assignment  in  this  case  is  valid  under  the  law 
of  this  state.  The  laws  of  Illinois  were  not  introduced  in  evidence 
in  this  case  and  are  not,  therefore,  before  us.  In  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  laws  of  that 
state  are  the  same  as  those  of  Iowa.  This  we  have  held  in  several 
cases. 

The  assignment  of  the  claim  vested  the  legal  title  thereto  in  the 
plaintiff.  Being  such  owner,  he  legally  is  the  real  party  in  interest, 
and  the  statute  requires  that  the  action  for  the  recovery  of  B^^h 
claim  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  said  party.  Code, 
§  2543.  But  it  is  urged  that  the  assignment  is  colorable,  and  does 
not  vest  the  right  to  maintain  this  action  in  the  plaintiff,  because 
of  the  agreement  made  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  whereby  he 
agreed  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  amount  recovered  and  realized  to  Jo^^"*' 
son,  the  assignor.    If  the  assignment  vested  the  legal  title  to  ^he 
claim  in  the  plaintiff  it  would  seem  that,  ordinarily,  he,  as  such 
owner,  should  have  the  right  to  do  what  he  pleased  with  it.  Be^^^^ 
this  we  understand  this  identical  question  was  made  and  deternii^^^ 
in  Knadler  v.  Sharp^  36  Iowa  232,  adversely  to  the  defend*^^ 
and  no  adequate  reasons  having  been  adduced  why  that  case  sho^^^ 
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be  overruled  we  therefore  follow  it.  We  may  fucther  remark  that 
it  was  held  in  S^nall  v.  Railroad  Oo.^  before  cited,  that  champerty 
and  maintenance  are  not  a  defence  to  the  action.  We  therefore  are 
of  the  opinion  the  plaintiflf  can  maintain  this  action. 

It  is  said  as  it  may  be  determined  the  assignment  is  colorable, 
fraudulent,  and  void,  that  a  complete  determination  of  this  case 
cannot  be  made  unless  Johnson  is  made  a  party.  Johnson  filed  a 
paper  in  response  to  the  motion  in  which  he  disclaimed  any  interest 
in  the  prosecution  of  this  action,  and  stated  in  substance  that  he 
did  not  own  the  claim,  but  that  he  had  assigned  it  to  the  plaintiff. 
If  it  should  be  determined  on  the  trial,  that  the  defendant  had  not 
been  negligent,  such  adjudication  would  be  binding  on  Johnson, 
and  the  controversy  would  be  finally  ended ;  but,  if  the  plaintiff 
should  be  defeated  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  own  the  claim,  or 
that  the  assignment  was  colorable  and  fraudulent,  it  may  be  that 
Johnson  could  maintain  an  action  thereon.  "  The  court  may  deter- 
mine any  controversy  between  parties  before  it,  when  it  can  be  done 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  others,  or  by  saving  their  rights : 
but  when  a  determination  of  the  controversy  between  the  parties 
before  the  court  cannot  be  made  without  the  presence  of  other  par- 
ties the  court  must  order  them  to  be  brought  in Code,  §  2551. 
The  rights  of  others  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  whatever  determina- 
tion is  made  between  these  parties.  Those  of  Johnson  certainly 
cannot  be,  but  if  they  should,  he  would  clearly  be  estopped  from 
complaining.  It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  defendant  would  be 
prejudiced  if  compelled  to  again  litigate  the  questions  involved 
with  Johnson. 

We  do  not  think,  conceding  this  to  be  so,  that  such  prejudice 
would  be  of  a  legal  character,  for  the  reason  that  the  statute  does 
not  seem  to  so  contemplate.  In  actions  at  law,  if  the  controversy 
can  be  determined,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  others,  between 
the  parties  to  the  action,  this,  ordinarily,  is  all  that  can  be  required. 
The  motion,  therefore,  was  properly  overruled% 

As  to  the  plaintiff's  appeal.  After  the  determination  of  the 
foregoing  motion  the  defendant  filed  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  this 
action  to  the  federal  court.  It  is  in  the  following  words  :  "That 
the  defendant  is,  and  was  at  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suft,  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Illinois ;  that  William  H.  Yimont, 
plaintiff  herein,  was  also,  at  and  ever  since  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  has  been  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Illinois;  that  G.  0. 
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Johnson  is  the  rqal  party  plaintiff,  and  is  the  party  that  received 
the  injury  ;  and  that  for  the  sole  purpose  of  avoiding  the  jurisdio- 
tion  of  the  federal  court,  said  Johnson  made  said  pretended  assign- 
ment of  said  claim  to  said  William  H  Vimont,  and  received  back 
the  written  contract  set  out  in  defendant's  answer ;  that  said  assign- 
ment and  contract  were  made  in  Illinois,  and  that,  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Illinois,  the  assignment  is  invalid  and  insufficient  for 
said  William  H.  Vimont  to  maintain  an  action  thereon  in  the  state 
of  Illinois ;  that  the  assignment  and  contract  between  said  Vimont 
and  said  Johnson  are  barratrous  and  champertous,  and  against  pub- 
lic policy  and  void,  as  appears  by  defendant's  answer  herein ;  that 
said  G.  0.  Johnson  is  the  real  party  in  interest  as  plaintiff,  and  was, 
at  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  still  ia,  a  citizen 
of  the  state  of  Iowa,  and  prays  that  said  C.  0.  Johnson  be  made  a 
party  plaintiff  in  this  suit ;  that  there  is  and  was  at  the  date  of  the 
commencement  of  this  suit  a  controversy  between  petitioner  and 
the  said  Johnson,  the  real  plaintiff,  and  that  the  matter  in  dispute 
exceeds,  exclusive  of  costs,  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and 
that  the  present  term  of  this  court  is  the  first  term  at  which  the 
case  could  be  tried.  *  *  *  Petitioner  offers  a  bond  with  surety  and 
prays,"  the  court  to  order  the  action  to  be  removed,  &c. 

The  act  of  Congress  under  w.hich  the  removal  is  sought,  provides 
that  where  there  is  a  controversy  between  the  citizens  of  different 
states,  and  the  amount  in  controversy  exceeds  $500,  exclusive  of 
costs,  the  action  may  be  removed  from  the  state  to  the  federal  court. 
Does  the  record  show  that  there  is  such  a  controversy?  We  have 
held  that  Johnson  is  not  a  necessary  party,  but  that  the  plaintiff  can 
maintain  this  action.  It  then  follows,  we  think,  that  there  is  not, 
and  cannot  be  in  this  action  any  controversy  except  between  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  who  are  both  residents  of  Illinois,  and 
therefore,  as  between  them,  the  right  of  removal  does  not  exist. 
But  counsel  for  the  defendant  claim  that  it  appears  from  the  record 
that  the  assignment  of  the  claim  by  Johnson  to  the  plaintiff  was 
made  for  the  express  purpose  of  depriving  the  defendant  of  the 
right  to  remove  the  action  to  the  federal  court.  The  petition  for 
the  removal  so  states.  But  the  plaintiff,  in  what  is  designated  as  an 
answer  thereto,  denied  that  Johnson  was  the  real  plaintiff,  and  de- 
nied that  the  assignment  was  made  for  the  purpose  stated  in  the 
answer.  But  it  is  said  that  we  can  only  look  to  the  facts  stated  in 
the  petition,  and  must  disregard  anything  stated  by  the  plaintiff. 
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For  the  purpose  of  this  case  it  will  be  conceded  this  is  true,  where 
the  petition  states  merely  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  and  the 
amount  in  controversy — that  is  to  say,  simply  the  jurisdictional  facts ; 
but  where  it  goes  beyond  this,  and  states  that  some  one  not  a  party 
to  the  record  is  the  real  party,  and  thus  alleges  facts  that  have  the 
effect  to  bar  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  any  court,  we 
think  a  different  rule  must  prevail.  We  therefore  cannot  say  that 
the  record  shows  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  this  action ; 
for  that  question  is  controverted,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have 
it  tried  and  determined  in  the  ordinary  manner. 

But  conceding  that  the  object  of  the  assignment  was  to  deprive 
the  defendant  of  the  right  to  remove  the  action  to  the  federal  court, 
yet  it  had  the  effect  to  vest  the  legal  title  to  the  claim  in  the  plain- 
tiff. He  legally  owns  and  controls  it,  and  if  the  action  is  tried  on 
the  merits,  the  judgment  is  conclusive  against  the  world.  There  is 
no  law  which  prohibits  the  assignment.  Clearly,  the  Act  of  Con- 
gress does  not  do  so.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  a  fraud  on  the  rights 
of  the  defendant.  At  most,  the  defendant  has  been  deprived  of  a 
right  in  a  manner  not  prohibited  by  law.  The  assignment  does  not 
have  the  effect  to  cut  off  any  defence  the  defendant  may  have. 
This  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  Browne  v.  Strodsy  5  Cr. 
803,  and  McNutt  v.  Bland^  2  How.  ^0.  It  has  been  held  that  when 
trustees  are  personally  qualified  by  citizenship  to  bring  suit  in  the 
federal  courts,  the  jurisdiction  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the 
parties  whom  they  represent  may  be  disqualified :  Coal  Co,  v. 
Blatchford,  11  Wall.  172 ;  Knapp  v.  Railroad  Co.,  20  Id.  123. 
The  converse  of  this  proposition  must  be  true.  The  results  of  the 
litigation  belong  to  the  parties  beneficially  interested.  The  trustees 
in  one  sense  are  mere  conduits ;  but  as  they  control  the  litigation, 
and  are  legally  the  owners  of  the  cause  of  action,  they  are  entitled 
to  maintain  the  action. 

We  do  not  understand  Jones  v.  League,  18  How.  76,  conflicts 
with  the  foregoing  views.  In  that  case  the  question  was  whether 
there  had  been  a  change  of  citizenship,  so  that  the  federal  courts 
bad  jurisdiction.  The  court  said :  The  change  of  citizenship, 
even  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  suit  in  the  federal  court,  must  be 
with  the  bona  fide  intention  of  becoming  a  citizen  of  the  state  to 
which  the  party  removes."  This  case  recognises  the  right  of  a 
party  to  change  his  residence,  although  it  may  be  done  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts. 

Vol,  XXXIII.--92 
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The  motive  or  intent,  therefore,  of  the  change  is  immaterial.  So, 
in  the  present  case,  the  fact  that  the  assignment  was  made  to  deprive 
the  federal  court  of  jurisdiction  is  immaterial.  The  assignment 
was  in  fact  made.  It  was  authorized  by  law,  and  the  assignment  of 
a  promissory  note  or  any  other  chose  in  action  may  have  precisely 
the  same  eflfect ;  that  is,  the  legal  effect  of  the  assignment  of  a  chose 
in  action  may  deprive  or  give  the  federal  courts  jurisdiction,  thoogh 
not  contemplated  by  the  parties.  It  does  not  seem  to  us  that  it  can 
make  any  difference  if  the  assignment  of  the  chose  of  action  was 
made  with  the  specific  intent  which  would  result  from  the  act  done 
by  operation  of  law.  In  the  concluding  paragraph  of  the  opinion 
in  the  case  last  cited  it  is  said  the  conveyance  or  assignment  in  that 
case  must  be  bona  fide,  so  that  the  prosecution  of  the  suit  shall  not 
be'*  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignor.  No  such  question  was  before 
the  court  in  that  case,  and  we  hardly  think  it  was  meant  that  where 
a  party  had  legally  divested  himself  of  all  title  to  the  subject  of  the 
action,  that  the  fact  he  might  be  interested  in  the  result  of  the  liti- 
gation would  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  ;  but  rather  that 
if  the  assignor  has  retained  such  interest  in  the  cause  of  action  as 
will  enable  him  to  control  the  litigation  for  his  benefit,  then  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  will  be  affected  by  reason  of  such  fact. 

On  the  defendant's  appeal  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is 
affirmed,  and  on  the  plaintiff's  appeal,  reversed. 


By  the  strict  rules  of  the  old  common 
law  choses  in  action  could  not  be  assigned 
or  granted  over,  because  it  was  thought 
to  be  a  great  encouragement  to  litigious- 
ness,  if  a  man  were  allowed  to  make 
over  to  a  stranger  his  right  of  going  to 
law.  But  this  nicety  is  now  disregarded  ; 
though,  in  compliance  with  the  ancient 
principle,  the  form  of  assigning  a  chose 
in  action  is  in  the  nature  of  a  declara- 
tion of  trust,  and  an  agreement  to  per- 
mit the  assignee  to  make  use  of  the 
name  of  the  assignor  in  order  to  recover 
the  possession.  And  therefore,  when  in 
common  acceptation,  a  debt  or  bond  is 
said  to  be  assigned  over,  it  must  still 
be  sued  in  the  original  creditor's  name, 
the  person  to  whom  it  is  transferred 
being  rather  an  attorney  than  an  as- 
signee:'* 2  Bl.  Com.  442  ;  Co.  Litt. 
214.    Although  many  choses  in  action 


may  be  transferred  or  assigned  so  m  to 
vest  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  traus- 
ferree  or  assignee,  using  the  Utter  tcnn 
in  its  popular  sense,  yet  the  rule,  ^here 
unchanged  by  statute,  is,  with  a  fe«^«*' 
ceptions,  still  as  above  stated  by  Blact- 
stone,  and  the  action  must  be  brought 
in  the  assignor's  name,  to  the  use  of  the 
assignee  :  Bouv.  Law  Diet.  Assigt^' 
Smith  on  Cont.  269.  There  were,  how- 
ever, even  at  the  common  law,  certain 
exceptions  to  this  rule.  By  the  U^ 
mercliant  bills  of  exchange  were 
ferrible  by  indorsement,  if  parable  to 
order,  and  by  delivery  if  payable  to 
bearer,  so  as  to  enable  the  holder 
in  his  own  name  ;  and  by  the  3&  4  AntJe» 
c.  9,  generally  re  enacted  in  this  coo" 
promissory  notes  were  placed  opo"  . 
same  footing.  The  statute  of  Hb'"^ 
and  a  few  other  states  upon  this  snbject 
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arc  peculiar.  See  BeT.  Stat.  ch.  98, 
sect.  4. 

So/  thoagh  it  was  once  doubted,  an  an- 
nuity which  **  is  a  yearly  payment  of  a 
certain  sum  of  money  granted  to  another 
in  fee,  for  life  or  years,  charging  the 
person  of  the  grantor  only"  (Co.  Litt. 
144  6)  is  assignable  at  common  law.  As 
Co.  Lit.  144  6,  states  it,  ^<  not  only  the 
grantee,  bat  his  heir  and  his  and  their 
grantee  also  shall  hare  a  writ  of  annu- 
ity.'* See  note  (1)  same  page  ;  2  Vin. 
Abr.  515  ;  3  Id.  151  ;  Gerrard  v.  Bodm, 
Hetl.  80 ;  MawuTa  Case,  7  Co.  28  6  ; 
Baker  t.  Broken  Moore  5 ;  8.  c.  Dy. 
65,  pi.  1. 

So,  it  has  been  held  that  a  grant  of  a 
franchise  to  a  town,  as  the  right  of  a 
fishery,  may  be  the  subject  of  a  legal 
assignment,  and  that  the  assignee  may 
sue  in  his  own  name :  Watertown  v. 
WhUey  13  Mass.  477. 

If  covenants  running  with  the  land  be 
made  by  the  owner  of  land,  who  con- 
veys his  entire  interest  to  the  covenantee, 
they  are  annexed  to  the  estate,  and  the 
assignee  of  that  estate  may  bring  his 
action  on  ihe  covenants  in  his  own  name: 
I  Pars.  Cont.  *23l. 

Covenants  between  landlord  and  ten- 
ant, lessee  and  reversioner,  run  with  the 
land.  If  one  who  owns  in  fee  conveys  to 
another  a  less  estate,  as  a  term  for 
years,  and  enters  into  covenants  with 
the  grantee,  which  relate  to  the  use  and 
value  of  the  property  granted,  the  right 
of  action  for  a  breach  of  the  covenants 
which  the  grantee  has,  passes  to  his 
assignee,  so  long  as  this  less  estate  con- 
tinues :  1  Pars.  Cont.  232. 

Looking  at  the  above  so-called  excep- 
tions, it  will  be  seen  that  in  contempla- 
tion of  law  some  estate  or  interest  other 
than  a  mere  naked  ehote  in  action  passes; 
and  doubtless  an  assignment  of  arrears 
of  an  annuity  and  not  the  annuity  itself, 
as  well  as  of  a  cause  of  action  for  a 
breach  of  a  covenant  running  with  the 
land,  &c. ,  would  not  enable  the  assignee 
to  sue  in  his  own  name. 


The  king,  and  as  it  seems  the  United 
States,  or  a  state,  may  receive  an  assign- 
ment of  a  dio»e  in  action,  and  sue  thereon 
in  his  or  their,  own  name  :  2  Bl.  Com. 
442  ;  Co.  Litt.  232  6,  n.  1  ;  United  States 
V.  Bu/ord,  8  Pet.  30. 

The  term  choie  in  action  embraces  de- 
mands arising  out  of  a  tort,  as  well  as 
those  arising  out  of  a  contract :  2  Kent. 
Com.  351 ;  Gillett  v.  Fairchild,  4  Den. 
80. 

Causes  of  action  ex  delicto  may  be  snb- 
divided  into  those  affecting  the  person 
and  those  affecting  property.  Torts  to 
the  person  are  of  two  kinds,  those  re- 
sulting in  the  death  of  the  person  in- 
jured, and  those  not  resulting  in  death. 

At  the  common  law  no  civil  action 
would  lie  for  causing  the  death  of  a 
human  being  :  Cooley  on  Torts  15,  262. 
This  rule  of  the  common  law  was  in 
1846  changed  in  England  in  certain 
cases  by  what  is  known  as  Lord  Camp- 
bcirs  Act,  which  has  served  as  a  model 
for  the  numerous  statutes  in  this  country. 
See,  generally,  Cooley  on  Torts  263- 
274. 

In  general,  it  may  be  affirmed  that 
mere  personal  torts  which  [at  common 
law]  die  with  the  person,  and  do  not 
survive  to  the  personal  representative, 
are  not  capable  of  passing  by  assign- 
ment, and  conversely  causes  of  action 
that  survive  to  the  personal  represent- 
atives are  assignable,  not  indeed  so  as, 
independent  of  statute,  to  enable  the  as- 
signee to  sue  in  his  own  name,  but  so 
as  to  entitle  him  to  the  beneficial  interest 
therein  :  Comegye  v.  Vasse,  1  Pet.  218 ; 
Final  v.  Backus,  18  Mich.  218  ;  North 
V.  Turner,  9  S.  &  R.  244  ;  Butler  v. 
N.  y.,  rf-c,  Rd.  Co,,  22  Barb.  110; 
Purple  V.  Hudson  Rd,  Co,,  4  Duer  74  ; 
Waldron  v.  Willard,  17  N.  Y.  468; 
McKee  v.  Judd,  12  N.  Y.  622  ;  Rice  v. 
Stone f  1  Allen  566  ;  Jordan  v.  Gilleny  44 
N.  H.  424  ;  Grant  v.  Ludlow,  8  Ohio  St. 
1  ;  The  People  v.  Tioga  C.  P.,  19  Wend. 
73.  As  to  what  causes  of  action  die 
with  the  nerson  Blackstone  (3  Com. 
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SOS)  says ;  In  actions  merely  personal 
arising  ex  delicto  for  wrongs  actually 
done  or  committed  by  the  defendant,  as 
trespass,  battery  and  slander,  the  role 
is  that  actio  personalis  moritw  cum  per- 
sona;  and  it  shall  never  be  revived 
either  by  or  against  the  executors  or 
other  representatives.  For  neitlier  the 
executors  of  the  plaintiff  have  received, 
nor  those  of  the  defendant  have  com- 
mitted in  their  own  personal  capacity, 
any  manner  of  wrong  or  injury.  But 
in  actions  arising  ear  contractu^  by  breach 
of  promise  and  the  like,  where  the  right 
descended  to  the  representatives  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  those  of  the  defendant  have 
assets  to  answer  the  demand,  though  the 
suits  shall  abate  by  the  death  of  the  par- 
ties, yet  they  may  be  revived  against  or 
by  the  executors  ;  being,  indeed,  rattier 
actions  against  the  property  than  the  per- 
son, in  which  the  executors  have  now  the 
same  interest  that  their  testator  had 
before." 

In  the  case  of  injuries  to  the  per&on^ 
whether  by  assault,  battery,  false  im- 
prisonment, slander  or  otherwise,  if  either 
the  party  who  received  or  committed  the 
injury  die,  no  action  can  be  supported 
either  by  or  against  the  executors  or 
other  personal  representatives ;  for  the 
statute  4  £d.  3,  c.  7  (a.  d.  1880)  has 
made  no  alteration  in  the  common  law 
in  that  respect,  and  the  statute  3  &  4 
W.  4,  c.  42,  I  2  (a.  d.  1838),  only  gives 
executors  and  administrators  an  action 
for  torts  to  personal  or  real  estate  of  the 
party  injured,  and  not  for  mere  injuries 
to  the  person:'*  1  Chit.  Plead.  68. 

Accordingly,  it  is  held  that  a  claim 
for  injuries  to  the  person  is  not  assign- 
able before  final  judgment  :  Averill  v. 
LanyfeUow,  66  Me.  237 ;  McGlinchy  v. 
Hall,  58  Id.  152  ;  Rice  v.  Stone,  I  Al- 
len 566  ;  Stone  v.  Boston^  ^c,  Ed.  Co., 
7  Gray  589  ;  Linton  v.  Hurley,  104 
Mass.  353. 

In  the  case  of  the  PeopHe  ex  rel.  Stan^ 
ton  V.  Tioga  Conmum  Pleas,  19  Wend. 
73,  it  was  held  that  a  chose  in  action  for 


a  tort  merely  personal  (debauching  tli0 
plaintiff's  ser^^ant)  is  not  assignsble  so 
that  a  court  of  law  will  protect  die  as- 
signee against  the  subsequent  frsQdalent 
discharge  of  the  damages  recovered  ii)  a 
suit  prosecuted  for  such  tort,  although 
the  tort-feasor  accept  the  di8char;ge  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  assignment.  The 
remedy  of  the  assignee  in  such  case  ii 
by  action  against  the  assignor  for  breach 
of  his  express  or  implied  undertaking 
not  to  do  anything  in  the  matter  to  pre- 
judice the  assignee. 

**  At  common  /air,  in  case  of  injuries  to 
personal  property,  if  either  partj'  died,  in 
general,  no  action  could  be  supported, 
either  by  or  against  the  personal  repre^ 
sentatives  of  the  parties,  where  the  ac- 
tion must  have  been  in  form  ex  delicto^ 
and  the  plea  not  guilty  ;  but  if  any  con- 
tract could  be  implied,  as  if  the  wrong- 
door  converted  the  property  into  money, 
or  if  the  goods  remained  in  specie  in 
the  hands  of  the  executor  or  the  wrong- 
doer, assumpsit  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived might  be  supported  at  common 
law  by  or  against  the  executors  '^^ 
former  case,  and  trover  against  the  ex- 
ecutor in  the  latter.  By  the  stamtc  4  Ed» 
3,  c.  7,  entitled  *  executors  shall  have 
an  action  of  trespass,  for  a  wro;»<7 
to  the  testator,'  and  reciting  *tb»t 
times  past  executors  have  not  hs^  *^ 
tions  for  a  trespass  done  by  their 
tors,  as  of  the  goods  and  chattels  '^^ 
same  testators  carried  away  in  theif 
and  so  such  trespasses  have  liithc*^*  ^ 
mained   unpunished,'  it  was  et^^ 
*  that  the  executors  in  such  cases  ^ 
have  an  action  against  the  tresp^^^ 
and  recover  the  damages  in  like  m^^^ 
as  they,  whose  executors  they  be,  sbooW 
have  had  if  they  were  in  life ;'  au^  ^ 
remedy  is  further  extended  [by  tb«  ^ 
ntes  35  Ed.  3,  c.  5 ;  and  31  Edw-  ^>  ^' 
11]  to  the  executors  of  exccntorSf 
to  administrators      1  Chit.  PleaJJ- 
69.    "  The  statute  has  been  construe* 
to  extend  to  every  description  of  inj^^ 
to  personal  property,  by  which  ith«» 
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rendered  less  ben^cial  to  the  executor, 
whatever  the  form  of  action  maj  be ; 
so  that  an  executor  maj  support  trespass 
or  trover,  case  for  a  false  return  to  final 
process,  and  case  or  debt  for  an  escape, 
&c.,  on  final  process 1  Chit.  Plead. 
69. 

With  respect  to  injuries  to  real  pro- 
perty, if  cither  party  die  no  action  in 
form  ex  delicto  could  be  supported  either 
by  or  against  his  personal  representa- 
tives before  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42, 1  2," 
which  enacted,  that  an  action  of  tres- 
pass or  trespass  on  the  case,  as  the  case 
may  be,  may  be  maintained  by  the  exec- 
utors or  administrators  of  any  person 
deceased,  for  an  injury  to  the  real  estate 
of  such  person,  committed  in  his  life- 
time, for  which  an  action  might  have  been 
maintained  by  such  person,"  with  a  lim- 
itation as  to  the  time  of  the  injury  and  of 
bringing  the  action.  This  statute  enacted 
farther  "that  an  action  of  trespass  or  tres- 
pass on  the  case,  as  the  case  may  be,  may 
be  maintained  against  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  any  person  deceased,  for 
any  wrong  committed  by  him  in  his  life- 
time to  another,  in  respect  of  his  property, 
real  or  personal,"  with  a  limitation  as 
to  time  of  the  injury  and  of  bringing 
the  action :  1  Chit.  Plead.  69,  70. 

The  statute  4  Ed w.  3,  c.  7,  has  been 
held  to  be  in  force  in  Pennsylvania  and 
in  Massachusetts :  Roberts'  Dig.  248  ; 
Report  of  the  Judges^  3  Binn.  610  ;  Wil- 
bur V.  Giljnore,  21  Pick,  252. 

It  is  law  in  the  state  of  Illinois  :  Rev. 
Stat.  111.  c.  28,  sect.  I :  and  doubtless, 
also,  in  many  other  states,  if  not  all. 

Accordingly,  it  is  held  that  a  cause  of 
action  for  the  destruction,  taking  or  con- 
version of  goods  and  chattels  which  sur- 
vives the  party  and  goes  to  the  personal 
representatives,  is  assignable  :  Roiftinson 
V.  Weeks,  6  How.  Pr.  161  ;  Final  v. 
Backus^  18  Mich.  218;  Grant  y.  Smith, 
26  Id.  201  ;  Brady  v.  Whitney,  24  Id. 
154  ;  North  v.  Turner,  9  S.  &  R.  244 ; 
Jordan  v.  Gillen,  44  N.  H.  424.  It  is 
believed  that  the  Michigan  statute  al- 


lowing the  assignee  to  sue  in  his  own 
name,  does  not  affect  this  question.  See 
Hodgman  v.  Western  Rd.  Co.,  cited 
infra. 

But  though  assignable  so  as  to  vest  the 
beneficial  interest  in  the  assignee,  even  a 
cause  of  action  fdr  injury  to  the  property 
cannot,  independent  of  statute,  be  as- 
signed, so  as  to  vest  the  legal  title  to 
the  claim  in  tlie  assignee  :  Chicago,  ffc, 
Rd,  Co,  V.  Afaher,  91  III.  312. 

As  to  the  assignment  of  choses  in  ac- 
tion, in  some  of  the  states  statutes  have 
been  enacted  enabling  the  assignees  of 
the  beneficial  interest  in  a  chose  in  ac- 
tion generally  (including  those  arising  ex 
delicto)  to  sue  thereon  in  their  own  name. 
See  final  v.  Backus,  18  Mich.  218,  231; 
Hodgman  v.  Western  Rd,  Co,,  7  How. 
Pr.  492.  But  it  has  been  held  that  this 
legislation  creates  no  new  right  of  action, 
and  that  no  authority  is  thereby  given  to 
assign  a  right  of  action  which  was  not 
before  assignable. 

Thus,  in  Hodgman  v.  The  Western  Rd, 
Co,,  supra,  it  wos  held  that  under  such  a 
statute  a  right  of  action  for  personal  in- 
juries received  by  the  collision  of  cars 
upon  a  railroad,  was  not  assignable,  so 
as  to  enable  the  assignee  to  sue  in  his 
own  name,  and  that  the  action  could  only 
be  maintained  by  the  party  injured.  In 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  Har- 
ris, J.,  said :  At  common  law  no  mere 
right  of  action  was  so  assignable  as  to 
pass  the  legal  right  to  the  assignee. 
When  it  afiected  the  estate  of  the  as- 
signor, though  the  legal  right  still  re- 
mained in  the  assignor,  so  that  the  action 
must  be  prosecuted  in  his  name,  the  court 
exercising  its  equity  powers,  would  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  the  assignee.  The  only 
change  made  by  the  code  in  this  respect, 
is  to  transfer  with  the  beneficial  interest 
the  right  of  action  also  in  these  cases, 
where  before,  the  court  would  recognise 
and  protect  the  rights  of  the  assignee. 
No  new  right  of  action  is  created  ;  no 
authority  is  given  to  assign  a  right  of 
action  which  was  not  before  assignable. 
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When  the  right  of  action  is  of  sach  a 
nature  as  not  to  be  the  subject  of  a  con- 
tract, as  in  the  case  of  a  violation  of  a 
personal  or  a  relative  right,  it  cannot  be 
assigned.  The  action  can  only  be  main- 
tained by  the  parly  who  has  been  in- 
jured, and  when  he  dies  the  right  af  ac- 
tion also  dies.  Every  right  of  action  in- 
volving life,  health  or  reputation,  belongs 
to  this  cUiss.  So  a  right  of  action 
founded  upon  a  breach  of  pramiae  of 
marriage,  being  in  the  nature  of  a  per- 
sonal injury,  cannot  be  transferred.  On 
the  other  hand,  where  the  injury  affects 
the  estate  rather  than  the  person,  where 
the  action  is  brought  for  damage  to  the 
estate,  and  not  for  personal  suffering, 
the  right  of  action  may  be  bought  and 
sold.  Such  a  right  of  action  upon  the 
death,  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  the 
party  injured,  passes  to  the  executor  or 
assignee  as  a  part  of  the  assets,  because 
it  affects  his  estate,  and  not  his  personal 
or  relative  rights.  Of  course  such  a 
right  of  action  is  assignable,  and  under 
the  provisions  of  the  code,  the  assignee 
is  the  proper  party  to  maintain  action 
upon  it:"  People  v.  Tioga  Camnon 
Pleas,  19  Wend.  78 ;  Rofnnson  v.  WeeJcs, 
6  How.  Pr.  161  ;  CTuimherlain  v.  Wil- 
liamsonf  2  M.  &  S.  408  ;  Flynn  v.  Bud- 
son  River  Rd.  Co,,  6  How.  Pr.  808 ; 


Comepys  v.  Vasse,  1  Pet.  218;  and  1 
Chit.  PI.  68,  are  cited  by  the  court  to 
sustain  the  rules  above  stated.  See  also 
/W  V.  Backus,  18  Mich.  818;  Grtat 
V.  Smith,  26  Id.  201  ;  Brad^  v.  W'Athwjf. 
24  Id.  154. 

Section  2525  of  the  Iowa  Code  pro- 
vides  that  all  causes  of  action  shall 
survive  and  may  be  brought,  notwith- 
standing the  death  of  the  person  enti- 
tled or  liable  to  the  same."  See  the 
rule  applied  in  Ska/er  v.  Grimex,  23  la. 
550  (an  action  for  seduction) ;  Carm 
V.  McFaddm,  10  Id.  91  (an  action  for 
libel)  ;  McKinlay  v.  McGregw,  U.  IH 
(injury  to  the  person  by  decedent). 

From  what  has  been  already  said,  and 
from  the  above  cited  statute  it  seems 
clear  that  in  Iowa,  contrary  to  the  gen- 
eral rule,  causes  of  action  for  tort  whe- 
ther to  the  person,  which  at  common  law 
died  with  the  person,  or  to  property,  are 
assignable  ;  and  since  by  the  code,  sect. 
2548,  **  every  action  roust  be  prosecuted 
in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  inter- 
est, except  as  provided  in  the  next  sec- 
tion," which  does  not  affect  the  question, 
it  seems  equally  clear  that  the  action  was 
correctly  brought  in  the  name  of  Ac 
assignee. 

MARgwArT.  D.  BWSLL. 

Chicago. 


Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania. 

WEST  PHILADELPHIA  PASSENGER  RAILWAY  CO.  p. 
GALLAGHER. 

It  is  not  contributory  negligence  per  se  for  a  passenger  to  ride  on  the  lower  step 
of  the  front  platform  of  a  crowded  street-car  without  objection  by  the  driver  or  con- 
ductor. 

A  boy  of  fourteen  got  upon  the  lower  step  of  the  from  platform  of  a  crowded 
street-car,  and  rode  for  a  long  distance  as  a  passenger,  holding  on  with  but  one  hand. 
He  was  finally  knocked  off  by  the  jolting  of  the  car,  run  over  and  injured.  I"  *^ 
action  against  the  sti-eet-car  company  to  recover  damages  :  ffeldt  that  the  questions 
of  negligence  nnd  contributory  negligence,  taking  into  consideration  the  age  ^ 
capacity  of  the  lad,  were  both  for  the  jury. 

The  absence  of  a  guard  or  fender  on  the  front  platform  of  a  street-car  is  a  ^* 
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which  ma.y  be  taken  into  consideration  with  other  facts  in  determining  the  question 
of  the  company's  negligence.  The  court  will  not,  however,  say,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  it  is  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company  not  to  famish  such  a  guard. 

Error  to  the  Common  Pleas  No.  4,  of  Philadelphia  County. 

Case,  by  James  S.  Gallagher,  a  minor,  by  his  next  friend  Rudolph 
Steinle,  against  the  West  Philadelphia  Passenger  Railway  Com- 
pany, to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries,  caused  by  the  alleged 
negligence  of  the  company  defendant.    Plea,  not  guilty. 

On  the  trial,  the  following  facts  appeared : — 

The  plaintiff,  a  boy  of  thirteen  years,  got  on  a  car  of  the  defendant 
company,  which  was  very  much  crowded.  He  took  a  position  on  the 
lower  step  of  the  front  platform,  holding  on  by  only  one  hand,  with 
his  left  foot  on  the  step,  and  the  right  one  on  the  platform  ;  in  this 
position  he  rode  for  twenty-two  squares  with  safety,  but  when  near 
his  destination  lost  or  let  go  his  hold,  and  losing  his  balance,  on 
reaching  the  ground  fell,  so  that  his  leg  got  under  the  wheel,  was 
crushed,  and  necessarily  had  to  be  amputated  near  the  knee-joint. 
The  car  was  a  two-horse  one,  and  the  driver  collected  the  fares.  It 
bad  no  guard  or  fender  to  the  front  platform,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  was  travelling  at  a  rapid  speed  over  a  portion  of  the  road 
on  the  down  grade,  which  made  the  car  rock  ;  the  testimony  of  plain- 
tiff 's  witnesses  was  to  the  effect  that  the  car  was  going  no  faster 
than  ordinarily  for  that  part  of  the  road  in  the  open  country, 
and  that  while  the  car  rocked,  it  was  the  usual  rocking  motion  at 
that  rate  of  speed. 

The  court  below  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  boy  had 
sufficient  knowledge  and  discretion  to  understand  the  danger  he  as- 
sumed, and  whether  he  assumed  that  danger  voluntarily.  The  court 
also  charged  that  if  the  boy  was  pushed  off  by  the  ordinary  pres- 
sure of  a  crowd  of  passengers,  or  the  efforts  of  the  passenger  to  get 
off,  that  being  the  usual  and  ordinary  pressure  that  might  be  ex- 
pected in  a  crowded  car,  then  the  company  would  be  liable  as  having 
omitted  the  precautions  that  a  company  ought  to  take  to  protect  its 
passengers  situated  as  this  boy  was.  The  court  further  charged 
that  while  it  had  not  been  established  as  matter  of  law  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  a  railway  company  to  put  gates  on  the  front  platforms, 
the  omission  to  do  so  was  a  fact  to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the 
jury,  and  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  a  gate  or  fender  would  have 
prevented  the  accident,  they  were  at  liberty  to  say  that  the^company 
was  careless  in  omitting  to  have  it. 
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Verdict  for  plaintiflF  for  J8000,  and  judgment  thereon.  Where- 
upon defendant  took  this  writ,  assigning  for  error,  inter  alia^  that 
portion  of  the  charge  above  cited. 

Eufus  E,  Shaplei/y  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

i.  (7.  Cleeman  and  Pierce  Archer^  for  defendant  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Trunkey,  J. — There  is  little  conflict  of  testimony  respecting 
the  number  of  passengers  on  the  car  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  was 
hurt.  The  person  who  acted  as  conductor  says  there  were  between 
forty-five  and  fifty,  eight  or  nine  of  whom  were  on  the  front  plat- 
form. Passengers,  whether  called  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant, 
agree  that  the  car  was  crowded,  and  that  more  might  have  got  on ; 
the  conductor  thinks  he  could  have  shoved  on  seventy,  and  then  it 
would  have  been  pretty  well  packed.  He  also  testifies  that  eight 
or  ten  boys  were  on  the  car,  and  that  he  saw  none  of  them  standing 
on  the  step  of  the  front  platform,  nor  on  the  platform  itself,  except 
in  the  door.  While  the  car  ran  from  Forty-first  street  to  Sixty- 
second,  the  plaintiff  stood  on  one  of  the  front  steps,  and  either  the 
crowd  or  something  else  kept  him  from  the  conductor's  view.  Had 
the  conductor  seen  him  he  might  have  considered  it  his  duty,  under 
the  rules  of  the  company,  to  have  placed  him  in  a  position  of  greater 
safety.  It  appears  that  the  rocking  motion  of  the  cars  was  increased 
by  the  platforms  being  loaded  with  passengers  ;  also  that  the  car  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  was  running  down  grade,  quite  as  fast  as 
the  usual  rate  of  speed  when  the  passengers  could  all  be  seated. 
One  of  the  witnesses,  who  had  been  a  driver  on  that  road,  says  the 
rocking  was  not  unusual  with  a  loaded  car,  but  was  unusual  with  a 
car  not  so  heavily  loaded.  The  front  platform  was  without  gates 
or  fenders.  The  plaintiff  was  nearly  thirteen  years  and  two  months 
old. 

The  fact  that  the  front  platform  was  not  enclosed  with  a  screen 
or  fender  is  a  mattter  proper  to  be  considered,  with  other  facts  in 
the  case,  in  determining  whether  or  not  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  negligence  in  allowing  the  front  door  to  remain  open,  and  the 
front  platform  to  be  crowded  with  passengers,  some  of  whom  were 
children.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  exercise  reasonable 
care  and  vigilance  to  carry  the  plaintiff  safely.  If  on  account  of 
the  plaintiff's  age  and  inexperience,  he  was  incapable  of  taking  pro- 
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per  care  of  himself,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  exercise  the  high 
care  and  vigilance  necessary  and  proper  to  secure  his  safety :  Phila. 
OUy  Pass.  By.  Co.  v.  Hassard,  75  Penn.  St.  867.  These  prin- 
ciples  apply  to  the  duty  of  passenger  railway  companies  in  relation 
to  passengers,  and  are  not  militated  by  rulings  in  cases  where  chil- 
dren got  on  or  attempted  to  get  on  the  front  platform  under  circum- 
stances which,  had  they  been  of  mature  age,  would  have  shown 
them  both  trespassing  and  negligent,  and  which  showed  no  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  companies. 

There  is  no  absolute  rule  as  to  what  constitutes  negligence. 
Where  a  higher  degree  of  care  is  demanded  under  some  circum- 
stances than  under  others,  when  the  standard  shifts  with  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  when  both  the  duty  and  the  extent  of  its 
performance  are  to  be  ascertained  as  facts,  a  jury  alone  can  deter- 
mine what  is  negligence  and  whether  it  has  been  proven :  OrUsey 
V.  Railway  Co.j  75  Penn.  St.  83.  Where  concurrent  negligence 
is  alleged,  a  child  will  not  be  held  to  the  exercise  of  the  same  degree 
of  care  and  discretion  as  an  adult.  The  law  does  not  presume  that 
an  infant  is  responsible  for  negligence  until  after  he  arrives  at  four- 
teen years  of  age :  Nagle  v.  Railroad  Co.y  88  Penn.  St.  85, 

It  has  been  ruled  in  this  and  other  states  that  it  is  not  negligence 
per  86  for  a  passenger  to  ride  on  the  front  platform  of  a  crowded 
car  with  consent  of  the  driver  or  conductor.  Why  should  negli- 
gence be  imputed  to  him  ?  The  railway  companies  invite  passen- 
gers to  get  on,  receive  the  fare,  and  thus  hold  out  the  platform  as 
a  safe  place  for  passengers.  That  it  is  as  safe  as  the  inside  of  the 
car  nobody  pretends.  But  the  carrier  who  receives  the  passenger 
and  the  compensation  for  carrying  him,  does  not  allege  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  the  passenger  for  taking  the  place  provided ;  he 
alleges  that  the  place  is  safe  with  due  care  and  vigilance.  Then  the 
carrier  is  bound  to  higher  care  and  vigilance  when  the  platform  is 
crowded  with  passengers,  in  proportion  as  that  place  is  more  dan- 
gerous than  a  seat  inside  the  car.  And  the  passenger  on  his  part 
must  exercise  proper  care  under  the  particular  circumstances.  A 
boy  may  have  much  intelligence  and  discretion  for  one  of  his  age, 
and  still  should  not  be  held  to  the  measure  of  care  that  ought  to  be 
exercised  by  a  man  of  ordinary  judgment. 

When  the  evidence  warrants  a  finding  that  the  passenger,  a  boy, 
rode  two  miles  on  the  step  of  the  front  platform  without  having 
been  seen  by  the  conductor,  the  platform  full  of  passengers,  the  car 
Vol.  XXXin.— 9S 
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going  at  tBe  usual  speed  of  one  not  overloaded,  and  the  rocking 
motion  so  great  as  to  attract  the  attention  of  numerous  passengers, 
the  case  is  one  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  company  ex- 
ercised due  care  under  the  circumstances.  And  this  aside  from  the 
testimony  of  the  boy  himself  respecting  the  pushing  or  jostling 
against  him  by  the  crowd  from  the  time  he  got  on  the  car  until  his 
fall.  But  his  testimony  was  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 
The  learned  judge  of  the  Common  Pleas  committed  no  error  in 
refusing  to  charge  that  upon  the  whole  evidence  in  this  case  the 
verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant." 

With  a  single  exception,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
(plaintiff  in  error)  has  no  ground  to  complain  of  the  rulings  of  the 
court  below,  and  that  exception  is  the  instruction  set  out  in  the 
third  assignment,  which  must  be  sustained.  After  stating  that  it 
has  been  ruled  that  the  absence  of  gates,  or  fenders,  or  screens  is 
a  fact  to  be  taken  into  the  consideration  by  the  jury  in  determin- 
ing the  question  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the 
court  charged  :  "  If,  therefore,  you  are  of  opinion  that  a  fender  or 
guard  put  upon  that  car,  or,  if  upon  that  car  on  that  day,  would 
have  prevented  this  accident,  and  that  there  was  no  guard  or  fender 
there,  then  you  are  at  liberty  to  say  that  the  company  was  careless 
in  omitting  to  have  it.  I  refer  it  to  the  jury  to  say  as  a  matter  of 
fact  whether  the  absence  of  a  guard  contributed  in  any  way 
the  injury  of  the  plaintiff.  I  refer  that  fact  to  you  to  deter- 
mine." 

No  guard  was  there  or  claimed  to  have  been  there.  Had  one 
been  on  the  platform,  likely  it  would  have  prevented  the  accident. 
Its  absence  was  a  fact  to  be  considered,  with  other  facts  in  the  case, 
in  determining  what  care  and  vigilance  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
exercised.  Were  the  platform  so  guarded  that  it  would  be  as  safe 
to  ride  there  as  inside,  there  would  be  no  call  for  greater  care  when 
occupied  by  passengers.  The  instruction  to  the  jury  was,  that  if 
they  were  of  opinion  that  a  fender  or  guard  on  the  platform  would 
have  prevented  the  accident,  they  were  at  liberty  to  say  the  com- 
pany was  careless  in  omitting  to  have  it.  If  the  company  was  care- 
less by  reason  of  that  omission,  the  omission  was  negligence,  ft^d 
was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  have  placed  the  guard  on  the  pl»*' 
form.  The  instruction  was  the  equivalent  of  saying,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  have  the  platforDti 
guarded  by  a  fender  or  screen.    Unless  such  was  their  duty,  thfl 
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jury  were  not  at  liberty  to  say  the  company  was  careless  by  omit- 
ting to  have  the  platform  guarded.  The  absence  of  gates  or  screens 
is  as  patent  to  the  passenger  as  to  the  carrier.  Neither  the  street 
railway  companies  nor  the  public  have  deemed  the  platforms  so 
unsafe  that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  not  ride  thereon 
when  the  car  is  full  inside.  The  court  will  not  say,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  it  is  in  itself  negligence  in  the  carrier  not  to  place  a  guard 
on  the  platform  of  a  horse  car,  or  in  a  passenger  to  stand  on  the 
open  platform :  Qermantoum  Pass.  By.  v.  Walling,  97  Penn.  St.  56. 
Judgment  reversed  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded. 


The  second  point,  of  the  principal  case, 
▼iz.,  that  it  is  not  oontribntorj  negligence 
per  St  for  a  passenger  to  ride  apon  a  plat- 
form of  a  street  railway  car,  is  in  perfect 
accord  with  the  prevailing  rule,  jet  there 
is  some  apparent  conflict  in  the  cases, 
which  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  note  to 
consider. 

The  rale  is  nni versa!,  that  if  a  plain- 
tiff contribates  to  his  own  injury  he  can- 
not recover  therefor,  although  the  negli- 
gence of  the  other  party  is  extremely 
great.  The  law  demands  that  every  per- 
son shall  provide  for  his  own  safety.  The 
situation  in  which  he  is  placed  is  the  cri- 
terion by  which  his  responsibility  is  to 
be  determined.  Thus  the  "  reasonable 
care,"  which  every  person  is  required 
to  exercise,  is  aptly  termed  "  a  varying 
circumstance  *' :  5  Southern  L.  Review 
(N.  S.)  848 ;  Notth  Cent.  Rd.  r.  Price, 
29  Md.  420 ;  McClwg's  App,,  56  Penn. 
St.  294 ;  Lynch  v.  Nurdin,  1  Q.  B.  36. 

The  degree  of  care  to  be  exercised  by 
street-car  passengers  is  designated  as 
"  ordinary,"  and  what  is  meant  by  "  or- 
dinary *'  is  sometimes  difficult  of  solution. 
As  it  is  a  varying  circumstance,"  it  is 
not  absolute,  but  depends  upon  the  exist- 
ence of  the  accompanying  facts  of  each 
particular  case :  20  Cent.  L.  J.  104. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  degree  of  care 
to  be  exercised  in  riding  upon  a  street- 
car is  not  so  great  to  make  it  ordinary  as 
that  required  in  riding  upon  a  railway 
train  drawn  by  locomotive  power :  Mee- 
set  Y.  Lynn  fr  Boston  Rd,,  S  Allen 
(Mass.)  234;  GaveU  v.  Manchester  4r 


Lawrence  Rd.,  16  Gray  (Mass.)  501. 
See  also  Thompson  on  Car.  of  Pass.  444, 
{6. 

In  Huelsenkamp  v.  Citizens*  Rd.,  34 
Mo.  45,  8.  c.  37  Mo.  537,  the  car  was  full 
on  the  inside,  on  both  platforms  and  on 
the  steps.  The  party  who  received  the 
injury,  for  which  the  suit  was  brought, 
was  standing  on  the  bottom,  rear  step, 
holding  on  to  the  iron  railing  of  the  win- 
dow of  the  car,  with  his  body  leaning 
out  a  considerable  distance  from  the  car, 
and  when  in  such  situation,  in  passing 
another  car,  stationary  upon  a  short  track, 
commonly  called  a  **  turn  out,"  the  cars 
came  so  near  together  that  his  body  was 
crushed  between  them,  which  caused  his 
death  almost  instantly.  It  was  after 
dark  when  the  injury  happened.  The 
cars  were  not  so  near  together  but  that 
one  could  pass  the  other  without  collision. 
The  deceased  was  warned  of  his  danger- 
ous position  by  other  passengers,  and 
that  he  had  better  get  off  the  car  or  get 
in  further.  This  was  held  not  to  be  such 
negligence  as  to  justify  a  court  in  taking 
the  case  from  the  jury.  The  court,  said  : 
"  The  position  in  which  the  deceased 
placed  himself  was  perhaps  unsafe,  but 
it  was  not  prohibited  ;  and  the  evidence 
further  shows,  that  owing  to  the  crowded 
state  of  the  cars,  there  was  no  other  place 
he  could  take.  Had  there  been  any  ob- 
jection to  carrying  him  in  that  manner, 
it  would  have  been  competent  for  the 
company  or  its  employees  to  have  put 
him  off  the  car ;  but  not  having  done  so, 
they  were  bound  to  carry  him  with  skill, 
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prudence  and  care.  There  is  nothing  to 
Bhow  that  he  failed  to  exercise  ordinary 
pmdence  and  care.  He  might  in  all  pro- 
bability have  avoided  the  catastrophe  by 
being  on  the  alert  and  exercising  ordinary 
vigilance,  but  such  was  not  required  of 
him. " 

In  Gimta  v.  Second  Avenue  Bd,,  67 
N.  Y.  596,  it  is  held  that  when  a  street- 
car is  so  crowded  that  one  taking  passage 
cannot  enter  it  without  unreasonable  dis- 
comfort to  himself  and  his  fellow  passen- 
gers, and  the  conductor  consents  to  his 
riding  on  the  platform  and  accepts  from 
him  the  usual  fare  while  there,  and  such 
passenger  is  thrown  off  and  injured 
through  the  negligence  of  the  company, 
the  mere  fact  of  his  being  on  the  platform 
does  not  per  se  constitute  contributory 
negligence,  but  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 

In  Nolan  v.  Brooklyn  ^  Newton  Rd,^ 
87  N.  Y.  63,  the  plaintiff  stood  upon 
the  front  platform  smoking,  because,  as 
he  testified,  it  was  the  custom  of  the 
line  to  permit  smoking  there,  but  not 
elsewhere.  There  were  no  vacant  seats 
inside.  While  upon  the  platform,  the 
conductor  took  his  fare,  and  the  driver 
suddenly  and  without  warning  to  any  one 
whipped  one  of  his  horses,  who  plunged 
under  the  blows,  caused  a  jar,  and  threw 
the  plaintiff  off  the  car.  The  driver  at- 
tempted to  stop  the  car,  but  the  brake- 
chain  being  out  of  order,  he  failed,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  run  over  and  injured. 
The  question  of  the  plaintifi's  contribu- 
tory negligence  was  submitted  to  the 
jury.  The  company  had  a  rule  posted 
on  its  cars,  forbidding  passengers  from 
getting  on  and  off  the  cars  while  in 
motion,  or  on  or  off  the  platform.'*  It 
was  neld  that  this  did  not  relieve  the 
company  from  responsibility.  The  court 
said  :  **  This  rule  does  not  forbid  riding 
on  the  front  platform.  It  is  the  getting 
on  or  getting  off  from  that  part  of  the 
car  which  is  forbidden  ;  evidently  because 
a  misstep  or  an  accidental  fall  would 
there  be  more  dangerous  than  at  the  rear 
platform.    But  once  on  not  a  word  of 


warning  is  ntteiM  against  remaining 
and  riding  there." 

In  Germantoum  PasM.  Ry.  v.  WaUmg, 
97  Penn.  St.  55  ;  8.  c.  2  Am.  &  Eng. 
Railroad  Cases  20  ;  the  deceased  hailed 
a  crowded  passenger  car,  and  the  driver 
stopped.  He  first  went  to  the  rear  plat- 
form but  could  not  get  on  by  reason  of 
the  crowd;  he  &en  went  to  the  front 
platform  which  was  also  crowded,  but 
succeeded  in  getting  on  the  step,  on 
which  there  were  already  two  persons. 
In  turning  a  curve,  several  passengers 
pushed  against  the  deceased  which  caused 
him  to  break  his  hold  from  the  hand 
rails,  and  he  fell  under  the  car  and  was 
killed.  The  court,  in  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court,  held  that  the 
question  whether  the  deceased  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  was  properly 
submitted  to  the  jury.  In  this  case  the 
court  said  :  *'  Street-oar  companies  have 
all  along  considered  their  platforms  a 
place  of  safety,  and  so  have  the  public; 
shall  a  court  say  that  riding  on  a  plat- 
form is  so  dangerous,  that  one  who  pays 
for  standing  there  can  recover  nothing 
for  an  injury  arising  from  the  company's 
default  ?  *  *  *  Standing  on  the  front 
platform  of  the  horse-car  when  there  is 
room  inside,  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  person  injured  by  the  driver's 
default  was  not  exercising  due  care: 
Maguire  y.  Middlesex  Bd.^  115  Mass. 
289.  A  street  car  company  has  the  right 
to  carry  passengers  on  the  platforms,  and 
if  a  passenger  be  injured  while  standing 
there  without  objection  of  the  company's 
agent,  whether  the  injury  was  with  his 
contributory  negligence  is  for  the  jury  to 
decide,  under  all  the  facts  and  drcom- 
stances  detailed  in  evidence." 

In  Hadencamp  v.  Second  Avenue  Rd,f 
1  Sweeney  (N.  Y.  Superior  Ct)  490, 
the  plaintiff  was  received  as  a  passengei 
and  his  fkre  taken,  there  being  no  room 
inside,  he  was  permitted  to  remain  on 
the  front  platform,  and  while  there  be 
was  injured.  It  was  held  that  he  was 
not  gniltv  of  contributory  negligence. 
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In  Meesel  v.  Lynna^r  Boston  Bd.,  8 
Allen  (Mass.)  284,  the  court  Baid :  It 
i8  well  known  that  the  highest  speed  of 
a  horse  railroad  car  is  Tcry  moderate, 
and  the  driver  easily  controls  it,  stops 
the  car  by  means  of  his  voice,  his  reins 
and  his  brake.  In  taming  round  an 
angle,  from  one  street  to  another,  pas- 
sengers are  not  required  to  expect  that 
he  will  drive  at  a  rapid  rate,  but  on  the 
contrary,  might  reasonably  expect  a 
careful  driver  to  slacken  his  speed.  The 
seats  on  the  inside  are  not  the  only  places 
where  the  managers  expect  passengers 
to  remain  ;  but  it  is  notorious  that  they 
stop  habitually  to  receive  passengers  to 
stand  inside  till  the  car  is  full,  and  then 
to  stand  on  the  platforms  till  they  are 
full,  and  continue  to  stop  and  receive 
them,  even  after  there  is  no  place  to 
stand,  except  on  the  steps  of  the  plat- 
forms. Neither  the  officers  of  the  cor- 
porations, nor  the  managers  of  the  cars, 
nor  the  travelling  public,  seem  to  regard 
this  practice  as  hazardous,  nor  does  ex- 
perience thus  far  seem  to  require  that  it 
should  be  restrained  on  account  of  its 
danger."  See  further  Thirteenth  ^  Fif- 
teenth St.  Pass,  Rd.  V.  Boudrou,  92  Penn. 
St.  475 ;  8.  o.  87  Am.  Rep.  707,  with 
note  ;  Sheridan  v.  Brooklyn  ^  N,  Rd»j 
86  N.  Y.  39  ;  Clark  v.  Eighth  Av.  Rd,, 
Id.  135;  s.  O.  32  Barb.  657  ;  Augusta 
^  Summerville  Rd.  v.  Reng^  55  Ga.  126. 

A  number  of  cases  have  held  that 
where  a  passenger  rides  upon  the  plat- 
form without  absolute  necessity,  as  where 
the  seaU  are  all  taken,  but  there  is  stand- 
ing room  within  the  car,  it  is  not  con- 
tributory negligence  perse,  but  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Such  position  may  be 
a  condition  without  being  a  cause  of  the 
injury,  as  where  a  passenger  riding  on 
the  rear  platform  is  struck  by  the  pole 
of  the  following  car,  as  in  Thirteenth  4r 
Fifteenth  Pass.  Rd.  v,  Boudrou,  92  Penn. 
St.  475  ;  9.  c.  37  Am.  Rep.  710. 

In  Bums  v.  Bellefontaine  Rd.  of  -Sf. 
Louis,  50  Mo.  139,  the  plaintiff  stood 
upon  the  front  platform  when  there  was 


room  inside.  This  was  held  not  to  be 
negligence  in  itself.  The  court  said  the 
company  had  a  right  to  carry  passengers 
there,  and  if  a  passenger  was  injured 
while  standing  there  without  objection 
by  the  company's  servants,  whether  it 
was  with  his  contributory  negligence  is 
for  the  jury  to  decide.  See  Thompson 
on  Car.  of  Pass.,  p.  441,  where  this  case 
is  reported  in  full. 

But  Andrews  v.  Rd,,  2  Mackey  (S.C. 
Dist.  Columbia)  137  ;  b.  c.  15  Reporter 
330,  seems  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  last 
case.  Here  the  plaintiff  entered  the  car 
from  the  rear,  to  put  his  fare  in  the 
box,  the  car  being  what  is  known  as  a 

bob-tail."  He  remained  on  the  plat- 
form for  some  time ;  the  seats  were  all 
taken,  but  there  was  ample  standing 
room  inside,  and  straps  pendent  from 
the  roof  for  passengers  to  hold  by.  Ho 
had  one  foot  on  the  platform  and  the 
other  in  the  door  of  the  car,  when,  on 
turning  a  comer,  the  car  produced  a 
jar,"  and  he  was  thrown  off  and  seri- 
ously injured.  This  was  held  per  se 
negligence.  But  this  raling  cannot  be 
considered  sound  law. 

A  passenger  may  ride  in  such  a  man- 
ner upon  the  platform,  so  that  he  will 
be  chargeable  with  contributory  negli- 
gence. Thus,  in  the  recent  case  of 
Downey  v.  Hendrie,  46  Mich.  498,  the 
plaintiff  was  sitting  on  the  driving  bar 
of  the  front  platform  of  the  car,  by  the 
invitation  of  the  driver,  from  which  posi- 
tion he  fell  and  was  injured.  There  was 
ample  room  within  the  car,  both  stand- 
ing and  seating.  It  was  contended  that 
as  the  plaintiff  was  invited  to  ride  on 
the  front  platform  by  the  defendant's 
servant,  therefore  the  company  was  es- 
topped from  setting  up  the  plaintiffs 
situation  as  contributory  negligence. 

While  this  was  acknowledged  to  be  a 
mle  of  law  by  the  court,  it  was  said, 
**  the  rule  is  plainly  not  one  of  universal 
application.  Regard  mast  be  had  to  the 
passenger's  capacity  to  look  out  for  him- 
self ;  the  opportunity  there  may  be  to  get 
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a  safer  position  ;  to  the  distinctness,  cer- 
tainty and  extent,  or  degree  of  the  peril, 
and  so  on."  "May  the  ordinary  per- 
son," said  the  oonrt,  **  with  his  eyes  open 
and  with  abundant  accommodations  be- 
fore him,  which  are  safe,  accept  an  invi- 
tation from  the  carrier  to  ride  on  the 
cow-catcher,  and  then,  if  injury  arises 
from  it,  be  allowed  to  set  np  the  invi- 
tation as  a  legal  answer  to  the  charge 
of  contributory  negligence  ?  To  conclude 
that  he  might  would  be  to  permit  a  per- 
son of  full  capacity  to  exempt  himself 
from  the  duty  and  responsibility  apper- 
taining to  him  as  a  moral  being,  and  in 
substance  to  stultify  himself  in  order  to 
cast  a  liability  on  another."  Judges 
cannot  denude  themselves  of  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  incidents  ot  railway  travel- 
ling, which  is  common  to  us  all:"  Lake 
Shore  ^  Mich.  Rd.  v.  Miller,  25  Mich. 
274  ;  Sinerr.  Great  Western  Rd.,  L.  R., 
4  Ex.  123;  Dubiin,Wicklouj  ^  Wexford 
Rd.  V.  Slatieryy  3  App.  Cases  1155  ;  s. 
c.  10  Ir.  Rep.  256  :  24  Eng.  713. 

If  the  passenger  sits  on  the  steps  of 
the  front  pUtform,  against  the  warning 
of  the  conductor,  without  making  an 


effort  to  secure  himself  by  holding  on  to 
the  railing,  he  will  be  deemed  guilty  ^ 
contributory  negligence,  and  cannot  re- 
cover, if  injured :  WilU  v  Lynn  Bol- 
ton Rd.,  129  Mass.  351. 

In  Ward  v.  Central  I^irk  Rd,,  83  N.  Y. 
892  ;  8.  c.  11  Abb.  Prac.  Rep.  (N.S.) 
411  ;  s.  G.  42  How.  Pr.  289,  the  phun- 
tiff  was  standing  on  the  edge  of  the 
rear  platform  of  the  defendant's  car,  and 
was  thrown  off  and  injured.  He  made 
no  effort  to  hold  on.  He  was  not  per- 
mitted to  recover. 

The  recent  case  of  HeckroU  r.  Buffcio 
St.  Rd.,  Superior  Ct.  Buffalo,  13  Am. 
Law  Record  295,  is  interesting,  and  con- 
tains a  thorough  review  of  the  cases. 
Here  the  plaintiff  took  passage  on  the 
defendants'  car,  he  standing  on  thclront 
platform,  with  his  foot  on  the  iron  rod 
near  the  dash-rail,  and  his  back  against 
the  window,  from  which  position  he  fell 
off  the  car  and  was  injured.  In  an  ac- 
tion against  the  company  it  was  held 
that  he  could  not  recover,  as  his  situation 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 

B.  £.  Black. 

San  Jose,  Cal. 
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SUPREME  COURT  OP  ILLINOIS.* 
COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS  OF  MARYLAND.' 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEW  JERSEY .• 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  VERMONT.* 
SUPREME  COURT  OP  WISCONSIN.* 

Action.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Agent.    See  Insurance. 

Illegal  Transaction — Estoppel — An  agent  who  receives  money  for  h\s 
principal  upon  a  contract  not  criminal  or  immoral  in  it£i  character,  but 

I  From  lion.  N.  L.  Freeman,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  IIS  111.  Rep. 

«  From  J.  Shaaff  Stockett,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  63  Md.  Rep. 

»  From  G.  D.  W.  Vroom,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  18  Vroom. 

«  From  Edwin  L.  Palmer,  Esq.,  Reporter;  to  appear  in  57  Vt.  Rep. 

*  From  F.  K.  Conover,  Esq.,  Rep. ;  will  probably  appear  in  63  or  64  Wis.  B«J>« 
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contrary  to  pablio  policy  only,  will  be  estopped  from  setting  up  the  sup- 
posed illegality  of  such  contract  in  defence  to  an  action  by  his  principal 
to  recover  the  money  in  his  hands :  Taylor  y.  FeUs^  113  111. 

In  this  case  a  person,  as  the  agent  of  a  firm  of  contractors  for  the 
construction  of  a  railroad,  procured  subscriptions  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing the  location  of  a  depot  at  a  certain  point  on  the  road,  in  which 
those  who  made  the  subscriptions  were  interested ,  the  contractors  having 
the  power,  under  the  terms  of  their  arrangement  with  the  railroad  com- 
pany, to  fix  the  location  of  the  depot  at  the  place  desired.  The  agent 
who  thus  procured  the  subscriptions  was  at  the  time  a  director  in  the 
railroad  company,  and,  having  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  subscriptions 
to  his  own  use,  in  a  suit  by  his  priDcipals  to  recover  from  him  the  money 
so  obtained,  he  set  up  the  supposed  illegality  of  the  contract  resulting 
from  his  official  relation  to  the  railroad  company,  as  a  defence ;  but  it 
was  lield^  he  was  estopped  from  relying  upon  such  defence  as  against 
his  principals :  Id, 

Assignment.    See  Attachment. 

Tart — Right  of  Assignee  to  Sue. — A  cause  of  action  for  the  obstruc- 
tion of  a  navigable  river  was  assigned  absolutely  in  consideration  of  the 
assignee  applying  the  net  proceeds  of  the  claim  to  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain debts  of  the  assignors  and  paying  any  overplus  to  such  assignors : 
ffeldj  that  the  assignee  might  maintain  the  action  in  his  own  name : 
Gates  y.  Northern  Pacific  Railroad,  63  or  64  Wis. 

Attachment. 

Effect  of- — Assignment  intervetiing  between  two  Attachments, — After  a 
debtor  to  a  defendant  in  attachment  had  been  garnished  by  a  creditor 
of  the  defendant,  the  latter  transferred  and  assigned  his  claim  or  demand 
to  another  creditor,  and  notice  of  the  transfer  was  given  to  the  debtor, 
when  a  second  creditor  in  attachment  against  the  same  defendant  gar- 
nished the  same  debtor,  and  both  suits  proceeded  to  judgment  at  the 
same  term.  The  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee  were  not  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  two  judgments,  and  the  court  ordered  the  same  to  be  ap- 
portioned between  the  two  judgment  creditors  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
assignee  of  the  debt  owing  by  the  garnishee :  Held,  that  the  court 
decided  in  accordance  with  the  law  :  Reeve  v.  Smith,  113  111. 

A  chose  in  action  is  not  assignable,  either  at  common  law  or  under  our 
statute,  so  as  to  vest  the  legal  title  in  the  assignee.  Such  assignee  will 
take  the  same  subject  to  all  defences  that  existed  against  the  assignor. 
He  stands  in  the  shoes  of  his  assignor,  and  can  claim  no  greater  rights 
in  the  demand  assigned  than  could  his  assignor :  Id. 

Attorney. 

Privileged  Communications, — Where  two  parties  go  together  to  an 
attorney,  and  make  statements  to  him  in  the  presence  of  each  other, 
such  statements  are  not  confidential  communications  intended  to  be 
withheld  from  the  opposite  party,  and  there  is  no  error  in  permitting  the 
attorney  to  testify  thereto  in  a  suit  between  the  parties  relating  to  the 
Bubject>-matter  of  such  communications:  Lynn  v.  Lyerle,  113  111. 

Bailment. 

Shipment  of  Ooods  without  Order — Delivery  to  Carrier — Consignor  and 
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Consignee — Ijien  of  Factor — Assumpsit — Trover — Mecuure  of  Damaget, 
— Where  goods  have  been  shipped  to  one  who  has  not  ordered  them, 
title  does  not  pass  to  the  coDsignee  by  delivery  to  the  carrier,  and  the 
right  to  change  the  consignment  and  destination  daring  the  transporta- 
tion remains  in  the  shipper :  Ruhl  v.  Comer,  63  Md. 

If  the  factor  have  claims  for  advances  against  his  principal,  and  it  be 
expressly  agreed  that  goods  shall  be  shipped  to  the  factor  to  pay  those 
advances,  the  law  makes  the  delivery  to  the  carrier  a  delivery  to  the 
consignee,  though  a  factor.  But  such  is  not  the  case  where  there  is  do 
agreement  or  mutual  assent  on  the  part  of  the  consignor  and  consignee 
to  that  effect  at  the  time  of  the  shipment  of  the  goods  :  Id, 

If  the  factor  receives  a  consignment  of  goods  for  sale,  while  the  goods 
are  still  the  property  of  the  consignor,  the  lien  of  the  factor  for  previ- 
ous advances  to  the  consignor  will  at  once  attach,  and  the  consignor  will 
have  to  pay  the  advances  in  order  to  release  the  goods :  Id. 

But  if  while  the  goods  are  in  transitu  and  at  his  risk,  the  consignor 
parts  with  the  title,  the  goods  are  no  longer  his,  and  the  lien  of  his  fac- 
tor will  not  attach,  although  the  goods  actually  come  into  his  possession : 
Id. 

C.  was  a  commission  merchant  in  Baltimore,  to  whom  M.  in  Minne- 
sota had,  prior  to  the  month  of  January  1882,  made  consignments  of 
flour  for  sale  upon  commission.  On  the  21st  of  January  1882,  M., 
without  any  order  from  C,  consigned  to  him  a  car  load  of  flour  for  sale. 
No  bill  of  lading  was  sent  to  0. ;  but  M.  advised  him  of  the  shipment 
by  letter,  and  named  a  price  at  which  he  should  sell.  At  the  time  of 
the  shipment,  M.  was  indebted  to  0.  on  account  of  advances  made  upon 
previous  shipments,  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew,  or  that  C.  had 
informed  him  of  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  them.  While  the 
goods  were  in  transit,  M.  sold  the  flour  to  R.  in  Baltimore,  and  had  the 
bill  of  lading  made  out  in  R.'s  name,  and  gave  the  carriers  the  necessary 
instructions  for  having  the  flour  delivered  to  R.,  at  Baltimore,  instead 
of  to  C.  Through  a  failure  to  carry  out  these  instructions,  the  flour 
was  delivered  to  C.by  whom  it  was  sold.  In  an  action  of  assumpsit 
brought  by  R.  against  C,  it  was  hel<i :  1st.  That  the  property  in  the 
flour  had  vested  in  R.,  who  was  entitled  to  maintain  the  action.  2d. 
That  R.  having  sued  in  assumpsit,  and  not  in  trover,  he  was  only  entitled 
to  recover  for  the  money  received  from  the  sale  of  the  flour :  Id, 

Common  Carrier.   See  Negligence. 

Railroad — Passenger  riding  in  dangerow  place — Contributory  Negli- 
pence. — Plaintiff's  intestate,  who,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  for  the  car- 
riage of  horses,  and  in  accordance  with  the  custom  in  such  cases,  was 
riding  in  the  same  car  with  the  horses  in  order  to  care  for  them,  was 
killed  in  a  collision  caused  by  defendant's  gross  negligence.  Hdd^  that 
he  would  not,  as  an  ordinary  passenger  who  had  voluntarily  placed  him- 
self in  a  dangerous  position,  be  deemed  to  have  been  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  :  Latoson  v.  C,  St  F.,M.  0.  Ry.  Co.,  63  or  64 
Wis,  ^ 

Where  it  is  customary  for  some  person  to  ride  in  the  same  car  with 
horses,  to  care  for  them,  it  would  seem  to  be  within  the  general  author- 
ity of  the  conductor  of  the  train  to  grant  permission  to  a  person  so  to 
ride  for  that  purpose :  Id. 
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Constitutional  Law. 

Impairing  Obligation  of  Contract — Charter  of  Corporation — Altera- 
tion of  Proceedings  as  to  Land  Damage*. — The  rule  that  the  legislature 
does  not  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract  by  limiting  or  altering  the 
modes  of  proceeding  for  enforcing  it,  provided  the  remedy  be  not  with- 
held or  embarrassed  with  conditions  or  restrictions  which  impair  the 
value  of  the  right,  applies  as  well  to  irrepealable  charters  as  to  contracts 
between  individuals:  State  y.  Weldon,  18  Vroom. 

The  charter  of  a  railroad  company,  which  was  irrepealable,  gave  the 
company  the  power  to  take  lands  by  condemnation,  and  provided  for  an 
appeal  by  the  land-owner,  from  the  award  of  damages,  to  a  certain  court : 
JSeld,  that  a  general  statute  which  took  away  the  right  to  appeal  to  chat 
court,  and  gave  an  appeal  to  another  court  on  the  same  terms  and  condi- 
tions,  and  with  the  same  mode  of  trial,  was  not  unconstitutional :  Id. 

Criminal  Law. 

Gambling — Pool  Selling, — The  selling  of  pools  on  horse-races,  and 
the  keeping  of  rooms  where  such  pools  are  sold,  do  not  constitute  an 
offence  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  which  prohibits  the  keeping  of 
a  gaming  table  or  other  place  of  gambling,  and  which  declares  that  all 
games,  devices  and  contrivances  at  which  money  or  any  other  thing  shall 
be  bet  or  wagered,  shall  be  deemed  a  gaming-table:  James  v.  State^  63  Md. 

Evidence —  Competent  of  an  Accused  Party  to  Testify  as  to  his  In- 
tent. — A  person  on  trial  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  murder,  is  compe- 
tent to  testify  as  to  the  purpose  for  which  he  procured  the  instrument 
with  which  he  committed  the  assault :  Fenwich  v.  State,  63  Md. 

Larceny —  What  Constitutes  at  Common  Law — Possession  of  Goods. — 

At  the  common  law  there  are  three  cases  in  which  a  conviction  for 
larceny  may  be  sustained  when  the  apparent  possession  is  in  the  accused : 
First,  where  the  accused  has  the  mere  custody  of  the  property,  as  con- 
tradistinguished from  possession,  as  in  the  case  of  servants  and  the  like  : 
second,  where  he  obtains  the  custody  and  apparent  possession  by  means 
of  fraud,  or  with  the  present  purpose  to  steal  the  property ;  and  third, 
where  one  has  acquired  possession  by  a  valid  contract  of  bailment, 
which  is  afterward  terminated  by  some  tortious  act  of  the  bailee,  or 
otherwise,  whereby  the  possession  reverts  to  the  owner,  leaving  the  cus- 
tody, merely,  with  the  former,  and  he  feloniously  converts  the  property 
to  his  own  use  :  Johnson  v.  The  People^  113  111. 

Larceny  at  the  common  law  is  defined  to  be  the  felonious  taking  and 
carrying  away  of  the  personal  goods  or  property  of  another."  Every 
larceny  at  common  law  includes  a  trespass  to  personal  property,  and  no 
one  lawfully  in  the  possession  of  goods  can  commit  a  larceny  of  them  at 
common  law :  Id. 

Goods  on  the  premises  of  the  owner,  to  be  used  by  himself  and  family 
including  his  servants,  are  always  deemed  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the 
owner,  although  the  ordinary  duties  of  the  servants  and  other  members 
of  the  household  require  them,  from  time  to  time,  to  handle,  occupy  or 
use  them,  or  even  to  sell  or  dispose  of  them.  So  where  chairs,  beds, 
&c.,  are  occupied  by  a  guest,  whether  in  a  hotel  or  private  family,  or 
where  plates  or  other  articles  are  used  by  one  at  the  table  of  another,  or 
where  the  owner  delivers  a  chattel  to  another  to  be  examined  or  used 
for  some  temporary  puroose  in  the  presence  of  the  owner,  the  same  rule 
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applies.  In  all  such  cases  the  possession  remains  with  the  owner,  and 
those  having  the  temporary  use  or  occupancy  are  deemed  to  hare  only 
the  mere  custody,  and  a  felonious  taking  of  the  same  by  them  is  lar- 
ceny :  Id. 

But  when  the  owner  of  a  chattel  delivers  it  to  one,  other  than  a  mere 
servant,  in  trust,  upon  a  contract  that  the  latter  will  faithfully  execate 
the  trust,  the  rule  is  different.  In  such  case,  which  is  an  ordinary  bail- 
ment, the  possession  as  well  as  the  custody  passes  to  the  bailee  with  its 
delivery,  and  while  the  bailment  exists  the  bailee  cannot,  by  the  com- 
mon law,  commit  a  larceny  of  the  chattels :  Id, 

Where  the  possession  is  not  fairly  and  honestly  obtained,  as  when 
there  is  an  original  purpose  on  the  part  of  the  bailee  to  steal  the  pro- 
perty, and  the  bailment  is  a  mere  pretence  on  his  part  to  hide  a  felonious 
intent,  the  possession  will  not  pass ;  and  if  the  property  is  sabseqaently 
converted  in  pursuance  of  such  criminal  purpose,  it  will  be  larceny,  by 
the  common  law  :  Id, 

Where  the  owner  intends  to  part  both  with  the  title  and  possession, 
and  the  property  is  delivered  in  pursuance  of  such  intention,  the  person 
receiving  it  cannot  be  convicted  of  larceny,  although  the  transfer  was 
induced  by  the  fraud  of  the  latter,  and  with  a  purpose  to  steal  the  pro- 
perty: Id. 

Evidence — Bastardy — Exhibition  of  Child  in  Court, — In  bastardy 
proceedings  the  bastard  child  may  not  be  exhibited  to  the  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  by  its  likeness  to  the  defendant  that  it  is  his  child : 
HanawaU  v.  JState,  63  or  64  Wis. 

Assault  and  Battery — Evidence — Participation, — Where  the  assanlt 
and  battery  complained  of  were  part  of  one  preconcerted  affray,  evi- 
dence of  the  circumstances  of  other  fights  engaged  in  by  the  defendants 
in  the  execution  of  their  unlawful  purpose,  is  admissible :  Ehinehart  r. 
Whitehiad,  63  or  64  Wis. 

A  person  who  goes  to  a  place  with  others  with  the  intent  to  get  up  a 
fight  with  persons  there,  may  be  liable  for  an  assault  and  battery  com- 
mitted in  the  execution  of  that  purpose,  although  he  did  not  actually 
participate  in  such  assault :  Id, 

Damages.    See  Bailment;  Negligence;  Pleading. 

Death —Statutory  Action  by  Next  of  Kin — Nature  and  Measure  of 
Damages. — Damages  recoverable  for  the  death  of  any  person  are  limited 
by  the  statute  to  such  as  arise  from  pecuniary  injury,  resulting  from  the 
death,  to  the  widow  and  next  of  kin :  Demarest  v.  Little,  18  Vroom. 

Injury  received  by  some  of  the  next  of  kin,  by  the  dissolution  of  a 
partnership  relation  between  them  and  deceased,  is  not  within  the  scope 
of  the  statute :  Id, 

Injury  claimed  to  arise  by  the  deprivation  of  such  services  and  coun- 
sel as  a  father  might  probably  give  to  his  children,  must  be  limited  to 
such  services  and  counsel  as  would  be  of  pecuniary  advantage,  and  mtist 
be  determined  with  careful  reference  to  the  age,  condition  and  relations 
of  the  parties  :  Id, 

Where  the  injury  claimed  is  the  deprivation  of  the  probability  of 
ceiving  such  probable  accumulations  as  deceased  might  have  made  if 
he  had  continued  in  life,  income  derivable  from  funds  invested,  a^d 
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which  the  next  of  kin  have  received,  should  not  be  taken  into  account, 
and  due  weight  must  be  given  to  contingencies  which  might  diminish 
the  probable  accumulations  or  divert  them  from  the  next  of  kin  :  Id, 

Debtor  and  CasDiToB.    See  Execution;  Sale. 

Deed. 

Construction. — B.,  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  a  tract  of  land,  conveyed 
to  his  mother  an  undivided  third  part  of  it  during  her  widowhood.  Sub- 
sequently B.  and  his  wife  conveyed  the  same  land  to  W.  by  a  deed,  the 
granting  clause  of  which  states  that  the  grantors  did  thereby  convey 

unto  the  said  J.  W.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  their  estate,  right,  title 
and  interest,  trust  property  or  claim  and  demand  whatsoever  at  law  or 
in  equity  of  them,  the  said  S.  A.  B.,  and  N.,  his  wife,  of,  in  and  to,  the 
following  described  parts  of  tracts  or  parcels  of  land.  *  *  *  It  is  un- 
derstood by  the  parties  herein  mentioned,  that  the  interest  herein  con- 
veyed is  the  two-thirds  of  the  above  described  land Held,  that  this 
deed  only  conveyed  to  W.  a  two-thirds  interest  in  the  land  described : 
Zittle  V.  WeUer,  63  Md. 

The  rule  which  requires  a  deed  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  grantor,  is  to  be  resorted  to  and  relied  on  only  when  all  other  rules 
of  exposition  fail  to  reach  with  reasonable  certainty  the  intention  of  the 
parties:  Id. 

The  rule  that  where  there  are  two  contradictory  or  repugnant  clauses 
in  a  deed  the  first  clause  shall  prevail  over  the  latter,  has  no  application 
to  a  case  where  the  supposed  contradiction  is  between  parts  of  the  same 
clause :  Id. 

Devise. 

Oaiholic  Bishop — Religious  Corporation — Equitable  Conversion. — A. 
devised  unto  B.,  a  Catholic  bishop,  in  his  individual  capacity,  all  the 
real  and  personal  property  owned  by  the  testator  at  his  death,  in  trust 
that  upon  the  request  of  a  certain  religious  congregation,  the  trustee 
would  sell  the  property,  either  at  public  or  private  sale,  and  apply  the 
proceeds  to  the  erection  or  maintenance,  or  both,  of  an  orphan  asylum, 
under  the  direction  of,  and  as  requested  by  such  congregation  :  Held, 
that  this  was  not  a  devise  of  real  estate  to  a  religious  corporation,  but 
to  an  individual  as  a  trustee,  and  is  not  prohibited  by  any  statute  or 
law  of  this  state  :  Oermain  v.  Baltes,  113  111. 

Where  a  testator  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  one  as  a 
trustee,  to  be  sold  and  converted  into  money  when  so  requested  by  an 
incorporated  religious  society,  and  applied  in  establishing  an  orphan 
asylum,  to  be  under  the  direction  and  control  of  such  society,  it  was 
held,  that  the  devise  in  favor  of  the  charity  was  a  devise  of  money  and 
not  of  land,  and  was  such  as  the  courts  will  uphold :  Id. 

Evidence.    See  Criminal  Law. 

IjecLse —  Unsigned  Memorandum  of  Terms — Res  gestae. — In  the  course 
of  a  negotiation  for  a  lease,  a  paper  was  partly  written  by  the  defend- 
ant and  handed  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  and  by  him  interlined  and  re- 
turned to  the  defendant,  which  paper  was  not  signed  by  either  of  the 
parties.  On  the  trial  the  question  was  whether  the  terms  of  the  lease 
were  those  mentioned  in  the  paper  only,  or  there  were  other  terms  agreed 
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upon  outside  of  it :  Beld^  that  this  paper,  although  unsigned,  was  ad- 
missible in  evidence  as  part  of  the  resgesUt:  Freeman  t.  BartUtt^X^ 
Vroom. 

EZECUTION. 

Exempt  Property — Fraudulent  Purchase  of  hy  Dfhtor. — An  insolTcnt 
debtor  who  sells  property  which  is  subject  to  levy  on  ezecatioD,  aod 
with  the  proceeds  immediately  purchases  exempt  property,  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  done  so  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  his  cred- 
itors ;  but  the  property  so  purchased  does  not,  for  that  reason,  cease  to 
be  exempt.  The  only  remedy  of  the  creditors  is  by  attacking  the  sale 
of  the  non-exempt  property  :  Comstock  v.  Bechtd,  63  or  64  Wis. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

Exemption.   See  Execution. 

Factor.    See  Bailment. 

Fixtures. 

Whai  are — Remedy  for  RmiovaL — Boards  in  a  corn  barn,  used  for  a 
permanent  floor,  and  stone  posts,  deposited  upon  the  farm  for  the  pur- 
pose and  with  the  intention  of  building  necessary  fences,  could  not  law- 
fully be  sold  as  personalty  by  an  officer  on  the  extent :  MackeU  v.  Ami- 
den,  57  Vt. 

Trespass  de  bonis  is  the  proper  form  of  action  to  recover  for  the  boards 
and  posts  ;  as  the  claim  was,  not  for  breaking  and  entering,  but  for  tak- 
ing and  carrying  away  :  Id. 

Husband  and  Wife.    See  Insurance. 

Action — Promise  of  Husband  to  repay  Moneys  received  frm  Wife- 
Promise  of  Executors, — A  suit  at  law  will  not  lie  on  a  promifie  of  a  hus- 
band to  repay  to  his  wife  moneys  received  by  him  for  her  during  coTer- 
ture  :  Rusling  v.  Riuliny,  18  Vroom. 

But  such  suit  will  lie  against  the  executors  of  the  husband  on  a  pro- 
mise made  by  them  officially  to  pay  the  moneys  so  received  by  the  hos- 
band:  Id. 

Feme  Covert — Personal  Tort — Joinder  of  Husband  and  Wfe—Oenr 
eral  Demurrer. — A  feme  covert  brought  suit  for  a  personal  tort,  by  her 
next  friend.  It  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  she  had  a 
husband  living.  On  general  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  it  was  held^ 
1st.  That  the  suit  should  have  been  brought  in  the  names  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife  jointly ;  2d.  That  as  the  defect  appeared  upon  the  face 
of  the  declaration,  advantage  could  be  taken  of  it  by  general  demur- 
rer :  Treusch  v.  Kamke,  18  Vroom. 

Landlord  and  Tenant.   See  Nuisance. 

Mortgage. 

Chattel  Mortgage — Certainty  of  Description-- Chattels  to  be  consumed 
for  Benefit  of  Mortgagee. — The  description  of  property  in  a  chattel 
mortgage  as  *'  Forty-one  Berkshire  hogs  and  sixty-five  grain  sacks,  w 
not  so  uncertain  as  to  invalidate  the  mortgage :  Knapp  v.  Deiti^  63  or 
64  Wis. 
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A  mortgage  of  chattels  furnished  by  the  mortgagee  to  the  mortgagor 
and  to  be  used  and  consumed  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee, 
is  not  void  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor :  Jd. 

Animah — Increase — Bona  Fide  Purchcuer. — Where  domestic  ani- 
mals are  mortgaged  during  the  period  of  gestation,  the  offspring  when 
born  will,  as  between  the  parties  to  the  mortgage,  be  covered  thereby ; 
but  as  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  or  encumbrancer  acquiring  his  title 
or  lien  without  notice  of  the  facts  aud  after  the  period  of  nurture  has 
passed,  such  offspring  will  not  be  covered  by  the  mortgage :  Funk  v. 
Paul,  63  or  64  Wis. 

One  who  takes  a  mortgage  of  chattels  to  secure  a  pre-existing  debt 
which  is  not  yet  due,  and  without  any  new  consideration,  is  not  entitled 
to  protection  as  a  hma  fijde  purchaser  or  encumbrancer :  Id. 

Improper  Filing — Rights  of  Mortgagee  to  Insurance  Money  as  against 
Attachments. — A  mortgagee  of  chattels  which  are  insured  by  a  policy 
providing  that  the  loss  shall  be  payable  to  him  as  his  interest  may  ap- 
pear, is  entitled  to  the  insurance  money  the  amount  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  as  against  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  garnishing  the  insurance 
company  after  a  loss,  although  the  mortgage  was  not  properly  filed  : 
Mawson  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.y  63  or  64  Wis. 

Municipal  Corporation. 

Council — Seating  of  Member — Conclusiveness  of  First  Investigation. — 
The  common  council  of  a  city,  made  by  the  charter  the  sole  judge  of  the 
election  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members,  having  once  investigated 
and  seated  a  member,  cannot,  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  order  a  second 
investigation  :  State  v.  City  Council  of  Camden,  18  Vroom. 

Negligence.    See  Common  Carrier. 

Opening  in  Sidewalk — Contributory  Negligence — Damages — Evidence. 
— For  an  injury  resulting  from  a  fall  into  an  opening  in  the  sidewalk  of 
a  public  street,  communicating  with  a  cellar  of  the  adjoining  building, 
and  left  without  guard  or  notice  of  danger,  the  owner  and  occupier 
of  the  premises  is  liable  :  Houston  v.  TrapTiagen,  18  Vroom. 

Whether  the  injured  person  contributed  to  the  injury  by  his  negli- 
gence depends  on  the  circumstances ;  and  where  it  appeared  that  he 
stepped  into  the  unguarded  opening  while  his  attention  was  attracted 
by  objects  in  a  shop  window  above  the  opening,  the  plaintiff  should 
not  be  nonsuited,  and  a  verdict  in  his  favor  should  not  be  disturbed  : 
Jd. 

When  it  is  claimed  that  the  fall  produced  or  excited  disease,  it  should 
appear,  in  order  to  recover  damages  for  the  results  of  the  disease,  not 
only  that  the  fall  was  a  possible  cause  of  the  disease,  but  other  causes 
should  be  so  excluded  and  the  circumstances  should  be  such  as  to  leave 
a  reasonable  inference  that  the  fall  was  the  actual  cause :  Id. 

Ferry-boat — Passing  Ashore  in  Crowd. — ^A  person  who,  in  passing 
from  a  ferry-boat  to  the  dock,  puts  himself  in  so  dense  a  crowd  that  he 
cannot  see  to  his  footing,  and  in  that  situation  gets  his  foot  crushed 
between  the  boat  aud  the  dock,  has  no  cause  of  action  against  the  ferry 
company,  as  his  own  negligence  has  been  contributory  to  the  injury : 
Dwyer  v.  JVi  Y.,  L.  E.  dhW.  Ry.  Co.,  18  Vroom. 
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Nuisance. 

lAahxlity  of  Lcmdlard — Stipulation  of  Tenant  to  Eepair.—Be  who 
creates  a  naisance  oq  his  own  premises  canoot  escape  liability  for  its 
continuance  by  demising  the  premises  whereon  the  naisance  is :  Inguxr- 
sen  T.  Rankin,  18  Vroom. 

Such  liability  will  exist  althooeh  the  tenant  by  his  demise  atipaktes 
to  keep  the  premises  in  repair :  Id. 

A  landlord  whose  tenant  daring  the  term  has  created  a  nmsaDce  oo 
the  demised  premises  will  not  be  liable  therefor  so  long  as  he  has  do 
right  of  entry  or  power  to  abate ;  hut  when  the  term  expires,  or  the 
landlord  may  enter  and  abate  the  naisance,  he  will  become  liable  for  its 
continuance,  and  that  liability  cannot  he  evaded  by  a  renewal  of  the 
lease,  though  with  covenants  to  repair  and  without  the  landlord's  having 
taken  actual  possession :  Id. 

Quxre.  Whether  knowlfidge  of  the  existence  of  the  naisance  is  neces- 
sary to  establish  the  landlord's  liability  in  such  cases :  Id. 

Parent  and  Child. 

Support  of  ChUd — Allowance  out  of  his  Estate. — The  parents  of  an 
infant  child  lived  apart,  and  the  mother  supported  it  both  before  and 
after  lands  were  devised  to  it.  Upon  the  death  of  the  child  the  parents 
became  its  sole  heirs  :  Beld,  that  in  equity  the  mother  was  entitled  to 
an  allowance  out  of  the  child's  estate  for  the  amount  expended  hj  her 
upon  its  support.  Tatlor,  J.,  dissents :  Pierce  v.  Fierce^  63  or  64 
Wis. 

Partnership. 

Affcncy — Execution  by  one  Partner  of  Sealed  Instrument. — A  partner 
cannot  bind  his  copartner  by  warrant  of  attorney  under  his  hand  and 
seal  in  the  name  of  the  firm  where  there  has  been  no  previous  consent 
or  authority  given  or  subsequent  ratification  :  Ellis  v.  EUis,  18  Vroom. 

Payment.   See  Usury, 

Pleading. 

Action  for  Tort — Damages, — In  an  action  for  a  personal  tort,  the 
amount  of  the  damages  claimed  must  be  laid  in  the  declaration ;  and  if 
no  damages  are  laid  the  defect  will  be  fatal  on  general  demurrer:  IVeu«cA 
V.  Kamke^  63  Md. 

The  amount  of  the  damages  claimed  in  such  case  is  a  jurisdictional 
fact.  If  the  amount  exceed  $100,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  juris- 
diction, if  it  be  less  than  $100,  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction :  Id. 

Railroad.    See  Common  Carrier. 
Sale. 

Change  of  Possession — Exception  to  Rule — Fraud  in  iaw.— A 
of  saw  logs  piled  on  land  so  low  and  wet  that  it  was  impossible  to  remove 
them,  only  on  frozen  ground,  without  the  cost  exceeding  the  value  of 
the  logs,  is  valid  against  attaching  creditors,  without  a  change  of 
session  :  Kingsley  v.  White,  57  Vt. 

But,  if  a  change  of  possession  had  been  necessary,  it  was  Jtdd^ 
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the  facte,  that  the  vendor  had  sold  and  conveyed  the  lot  to  a  third 
party  by  a  deed  with  only  one  witness  to  it,  that  such  third  party,  the 
vendor  and  the  purchaser,  with  his  attorney,  went  on  to  the  lot,  and 
marked  the  logs  with  the  purchaser's  initials,  the  third  party  agreeing 
to  take  care  of  thom  for  him,  did  not  constitute  a  sufficient  change  of 
possession,  as  it  was  not  found — and  the  court  could  not  infer  it — that 
the  third  party  was  in  open,  visible  possession  of  the  lot :  Id, 

SXT-OFF. 

JxidgmenU — Decree  in  Admiralty, — A  decree  in  admiralty  in  favor 
of  a  libellant,  on  a  libel  for  damages  in  a  federal  court,  may  be  set  off 
against  a  judgment  recovered  in  this  court  against  the  libellant,  the 
parties  in  the  two  suits  being  the  same:  Schauiz  v.  Kearney^  18 
Vroom. 

Strebt.    See  Negligence, 
Subrogation. 

Joint  Sureties — Separate  Bonds — Different  Conditions. — The  rule 
that  if  one  of  two  joint  sureties  for  an  insolvent  principal  holds  collat- 
eral the  other  is  entitled  to  share  in  it,  does  not  apply  where  the  sure- 
ties are  on  separate  bonds  to  secure  a  faithful  discharge  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  principal  acting  in  differents  capacities,  first  as  guardian  of 
an  insane  ward,  and  then  on  the  ward's  death,  as  administrator  of  her 
estate,  when  the  collateral  was  not  given  as  security  for  signing  the 
bond,  but  for  signing  as  surety  certain  bank  notes ;  and  this  is  so, 
although,  afler  it  was  claimed  that  the  principal  was  in  default,  the  sure- 
ties entered  into  a  written  agreement  to  join  in  defence  and  share  equally 
in  the  liability ;  and  the  defendant  realized  more  out  of  the  collateral 
than  he  was  compelled  to  pay  on  said  notes :  Somers  v.  Johnson, 
57  Vt. 

Surety.    See  Subrogation, 

Surrender  of  Security  offered  in  lieu  of  Note, — The  orators  were 
sureties  on  a  note,  and  the  defendant  the  payee.  The  principal  at- 
tempted to  induce  the  payee  to  accept  his  own  note  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage on  a  lot  of  land  owned  by  him  in  lieu  qf  his  note  with  said  sure- 
ties ;  and  the  payee  took  the  mortgage  into  his  possession,  and  agreed 
to  exchange,  if  on  examination  he  should  find  the  title  clear  of  encum- 
brance. On  being  informed  by  the  town  clerk  that  there  was  an  undis- 
charged mortgage  on  the  land  he  refused  to  exchange,  and  returned  the 
mortgage  to  the  principal,  although  the  surety  requested  him  to  hold  it. 
It  turned  out  afterwards,  that  the  land  was  clear.  A  bill  having  been 
brought  to  restrain  the  payee  from  collecting  the  note ;  held,  that  the 
rule,  that  the  voluntary  surrender  by  a  creditor  of  security  pledged  by 
the  principal  for  the  debt  discharges  the  surety,  does  not  apply,  and 
that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed :  Adams  v.  Dutton,  57  Vt. 

Trial. 

Notes  of  Evidence — Variance — Question  for  Jury — Testimony  of 
Attorney, — When  an  official  reporter  is  not  present  at  a  trial  to  take 
down  the  exact  words — the  court  having  made  no  minutes — and  counsel 
disagree  as  to  what  a  witness  said  on  a  matter  material  to  the  issue,  it  is 
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not  only  proper  for  the  court  to  snbmit  the  question  to  the  jarj,  bat  it 
is  his  duty  to  do  so ;  and  this  is  so,  although  the  defendant  mo?ed  for  a 
nonsuit  on  the  ground  of  variance :  Forter  v.  Platt^  57  Vt. 

In  such  a  case,  the  testimony  of  an  attorney  with  his  minutes  taken 
on  trial,  is  not  admissible  to  strengthen  or  weaken  that  of  a  witness 
given  on  the  same  trial :  Id. 

Trover. 

Property  obtained  by  Fraud. — The  title  to  property  does  not  pass 
when  possession  is  obtained  by  fraud;  thus,  the  defendant  falsely  repre- 
senting himself  to  be  one  of  a  firm  of  produce  commission  merchants  in 
Boston,  induced  the  plaintiff  to  send  poultry  to  said  firm  to  be  sold  on 
commission,  with  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  obtaining  it  withoat  paying 
for  it :  Held,  that  the  property  did  not  pass,  and  that  trover  would  lie 
for  the  conversion  :  McCriUis  v.  AUen^  bl  Vt. 

Usury. 

Mortgages — Relief  in  Equity—  Application  of  Paymenti.—The  P.  L 
Co.  held  three  mortgages  made  by  D.  of  different  dates.  Usnrions  in- 
terest was  paid  on  the  two  elder  mortgages,  and  they  were  overpaid,  the 
aggregate  payments  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  principal  with  legal 
interest  thereon.  More  than  three  years  after  the  last  payments  made 
thereon,  D.  filed  a  bill  for  the  redemption  of  all  three  mortgages,  and 
for  an  account,  and  asked  that  the  amount  overpaid  on  the  first  two 
mortgages  by  reason  of  the  usurious  interest  exacted,  should  be  applied 
in  reduction  of  the  sum  duo  on  the  third  mortgage.  On  limitations 
pleaded  in  bar  of  the  right  to  an  account,  it  was  heldy  that  it  being  con- 
ceded that  there  had  been  an  application  of  payments  already  made  by 
agreement  of  the  parties  to  the  first  two  mortgages,  those  payments  could 
not  by  mere  operation  of  law  be  afterwards  transferred  to  the  subsequent 
debt  created  by  the  last  mortgage :  Dickey  v.  Permanent  Land  Co-i 
63  Md. 

The  rule  in  regard  to  the  application  of  payments  is  well  defined.  At 
the  time  when  payment  is  made,  there  may  be  an  application  by  agree- 
ment between  the  debtor  and  creditor.  If  there  be  no  such  agreement 
the  debtor  may  make  the  application ;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  action 
on  his  part,  the  creditor  may  apply  the  money  to  the  extinguishment  of 
any  claim  which  he  has  against  the  debtor.  If  there  has  been  no  ap- 
plication by  parties,  the  law  will  apply  the  payment  in  conformity  with 
established  and  recognised  rules  :  Id, 

But  the  law  never  makes  an  application  of  payment  when  the  parties 
have  already  done  so.  And  this  rule  governs  even  in  the  case  of  an 
application  of  money  to  the  payment  of  an  item  in  an  account  current 
which  is  not  recoverable  in  an  action  at  law  :*Id. 

Vessel. 

Joiiit  Owners — Convertion, — One  joint  owner  of  a  vessel  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  his  co-owner  for  a  conversion  thereof,  except 
in  case  of  a  total  destruction,  or  something  equivalent  thereto,  through 
the  fault  of  such  co-owner.  The  fact  that  the  co-owner  has  negligently 
damaged  the  vessel,  or  has  run  it  into  debt  and  created  liens  upon  it 
beyond  its  value,  is  not  sufficient :  Aldenon  v.  Schvhe^  63  or  64  Wis. 
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ASSIGNMENTS  OF  LIFE  INSURANCE  POLICIES. 

Policies  of  life  insurance  are  assignable  equally  with  other 
choses  in  action,  and  derive  much  of  their  utility  and  value  from 
such  element  of  assignability :  Olmsted  v.  KeyeB^  85  N.  T.  593  ; 
St.  John  V.  Am.  Mut,  Life  Ins.  Co.^  13  Id.  3,  31.  Such  policy 
is  a  writing  obligatory  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money 
at  a  future  time,  with  a  right  of  action  against  the  company  issuing 
the  same  upon  the  happening  of  the  contingency  upon  which  such 
payment  depends :  Chapman  v.  Mclltorathy  77  Mo.  38 ;  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  y.  Allenj  138  Mass.  24.  As  a  non-negotiable  chose  in 
action,  an  assignee  thereof  can  acquire  no  greater  rights  than  his 
assignor  had :  Gilbert  v.  Moose^  104  Penn.  St.  72  ;  and  is  subject 
to  all  equities  existing  at  the  time  of  transfer,  and  all  defences  valid 
as  between  the  original  parties :  Barley  v.  Heist^  86  Ind.  196. 
Nor  can  an  assignee  acquire  any  greater  rights  than  are  given  by 
the  instrument  itself :  Diffenbach  v.  Vogeler,  61  Md.  370 ;  and  the 
general  words  of  an  assignment  are  restricted  by  the  particular 
w^ordsof  the  policy  itself :  Armstrong  v.  Ins.  Co.^  20  Blatchf.  493. 

It  is  also  true,  however,  that  such  assignment  carries  with  it 
every  incident  or  accessory  essential  to  the  use  or  enforcement  of 
the  policy  transferred,  or  that  will  conduce  to  the  attainment  of  the 
end  and  purpose  in  view  of  the  parties  to  the  assignment :  ffollis  v. 
Ins.  Co.^  12  Phila.  321.  And,  by  reason  of  the  aflSrmative  acts, 
omissions  or  neglecta  of  the  owner  or  assignor  of  a  policy,  a  bona 
Vol.  XXXIII.— Q.'S  (753) 
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fide  assignee  thereof  for  value,  without  notice,  may  acquire^  under 
the  rules  of  equitable  estoppel,  a  good  title  against  all  the  world: 
Norwood  V.  auerdon,  60  111.  253  ;  Welh  v.  Archer,  10  S.  k  R. 
412  ;  Damron  v.  Penn  Mut.  Life  Im.  Co.,  99  Ind.  479;  Mim 
Life  Ins,  Co,  v.  France^  94  U.  S.  561 ;  Hall  v.  DorchaUr,  111 
Mass.  53 ;  Gale  v.  Lewis,  9  Q.  B.  742. 

Life  insurance  policies  are  assignable  by  parol  and  mere  delivery : 
West  V.  Carolina  Ins.  Co.,  31  Ark.  476 ;  Soule  v.  Union  Bank, 
45  Barb.  Ill ;  Malones  Estate,  8  W.  N.  C.  179 ;  Chapmrn  v. 
Mcllwrath,  77  Mo.  28  ;  Stout  v.  Yeager  Co.,  13  T.  R.  802 ;  Mar- 
cus V.  St.  Louis  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  625  ;  Griffey  y.Im. 
Co.,  30  Hun  299 ;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  32  Md.  421 ;  Hudm  v. 
Merrifield,  57  Ind.  24  ;  Moore  v.  Woohey,  4  E.  &  B.  243;  Jmf4 
Y.  Consolidated  Ins.  Co.,  2  Beav.  256 ;  Durfaur  v.  Projtmonal 
Ins.  Co.,  25  Id.  603 ;  Hart  v.  Forbes,  60  Miss.  745 ;  WilUamu 
Appeal,  10  Out.  116.  Possession  of  a  policy  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  title,  and  of  the  right  to  demand  and  receive  of  the  insor- 
ance  company  the  money  due  thereon  at  the  time  when  by  its 
terms  it  is  contracted  to  be  paid :  Page  v.  Bumstine,  102  U.  S. 
664;  Armstrong  v.  Ins.  Co.,  20  Blatchf.  493;  Collins  v.  Dawley, 
4  Col.  138.  Lord  Mansfield  says,  "it  gives  a  lien  at  law:" 
Godin  V.  L.  Assur.  Co.,  1  Burr.  489.  Any  act  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  of  an  insurance  policy  showing  not  only  a  present  intention 
to  transfer,  but  that  he  regards  himself  as  having  carried  that  trans- 
fer into  effect,  is  sufficient  to  constitute  an  assignment :  Swift  v. 
Conductors  Mut.  Assn,  96  111.  309  ;  Chowne  v.  Baylis,  81  Beav. 
351 ;  Malone's  Estate,  supra  ;  Wood  v.  Phcenix  Ins.  Co.,  22  La. 
Ann.  617.  An  equitable  title  to  policies  can  be  acquired  without 
any  formal  writing,  such  being  the  mutual  intentions  of  the  parties: 
St.  John  v.  Am.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  13  N.  Y.  31;  Marcus  v.  St. 
Louis  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  68  Id.  625  ;  Malone's  Estate,  8  W.N. 
C.  179  ;  Cook  v.  Black,  1  Hare  390.  The  assignability  of  poli- 
cies is  generally  declared  by  the  terms  thereof:  Pomeroyy.  Man- 
hattan Life  Ins.  Co.,  40  111.  398  ;  Mutual  Protection  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Hamilton,  5  Sneed  269.  They  are  usually  made  payable  to  the 
beneficiary  "or  assigns."  The  policy,  when  made  so  payable,  is 
generally  rendered  more  available  as  security  by  indorsement  as 
well  as  delivery  :  Shearman  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.,  46  N.  T.  526; 
Merrifield  v.  Baker,  11  Allen  48 ;  Collins  v.  Dawley,  4  Col.  138; 
Durfaur  v.  Ins.  Co.,  25  Beav.  599.    But  a  policy  is  assignable 
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although  not  made  payable  "to  assign  Archibald  v.  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co,,  88  Wis.  542  ;  DeRonge  v.  Elliott,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  486.  An 
indorsement  in  blank  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title,  as  by  sue 
dorsement  is  implied  an  express  or  implied  authority  from  the  party 
signing  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  delivered  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in 
accordance  with  the  intentions  of  the  parties ;  for  where  a  party  has 
power  to  do  a  thing,  and  means  to  do  it,  the  instrument  he  employs 
is  to  be  construed  so  as  to  give  effect  to  his  intention  :  Norwood  v. 
auerdan,  60  111.  253  ;  Fowler  v.  Butterly,  78  N.  Y.  68  ;  Lemon  v. 
Phoenix  Mat,  Life  Ins.  Co.,  38  Conn.  294  ;  Bond  v.  Bunting,  78 
Penn.  St.  213.  Otherwise,  where  such  blank  assignment  is  ob- 
tained by  coercion :  Whitridge  v.  Barry,  42  Md.  140.  An  assignee 
of  the  insurance  policies,  requiring  indorsement  as  well  as  delivery 
to  perfect  the  legal  title,  and  deposited  as  collateral  upon  an  agree- 
ment to  execute  such  indorsement,  the  assignor  dying  before  com* 
plying  with  such  agreement,  will  be  aided  in  equity  by  a  decree 
against  the  company  for  the  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the  pol- 
icy, with  interest,  without  a  formal  a^jsignment :  Curtius  v.  Cale- 
donian Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.,  19  Ch.  Div.  634 ;  Crossley  v.  Glasgow 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  4  Id.  421 ;  Webster  v.  British  Umpire  Life  Ins. 
Co.^  15  Id.  169.  No  title,  however,  can  be  acquired  to  policies 
although  assigned  by  endorsement  and  delivery  by  both  husband  and 
wife,  where  made  payable  to  a  wife  or  to  wife  and  children,  or  to 
minor  children,  in  jurisdictions  where  such  assignments  are  pro- 
hibited by  statute,  or  held  to  be  against  public  policy :  Chapin  v. 
Fellowes,  36  Conn.  132 ;  Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  WeitZy 
99  Mass.  157  ;  Borroughs  v.  State  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co.,  97  Id.  359  ; 
Mutual  Life  Ins,  Co.  v.  Applegate,  7  Ohio  St.  292 ;  Bond  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  9  Phila.  149;  affirmed  78  Penn.  St.  213;  Turner  v. 
Quincy  Ins.  Co,,  109  Mass.  573;  Bicker  v.  Oak  Life  Ins.  Co., 
27  Minn.  193:  Pence  v.  Makepeace^  65  Ind.  345;  Glanz  v. 
aioeckler,  10 1  111  573  ;  Mallory  v.  Travellers'  Ins.  Co.,  38  N.  Y. 
294;  Stokell  v.  Kimball,  59  N.  H.  13. 

Delivery  of  the  policy  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  assign- 
ment. It  may  be  by  some  act  or  conduct,  which  at  law  or  in  equity 
will  be  regarded  as  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  rule  ;  Fowler 
V.  Butherby,  78  N.  Y.  68  ;  Conard  v.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Pet.  449  ;  Lemon 
V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.^  38  Conn.  294  ;  Pence  v.  Makepeace,  65  Ind. 
845;  Woody.  PhcenixLife  Ins.  Co.,  22  La.  Ann.  617.  So  notice 
to  the  company  of  an  assignment  without  possession,  will  sustain 
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an  assignment ;  Palmer  y.  Merrill^  6  Cash.  282  ;  Chowne  y.  Bai/- 
lis,  31  Beav.  85.  The  rule  was  applied  to  a  creditor,  who  promised 
an  insurance  policy  as  collateral,  failed  by  negligence  to  obtain  it 
before  the  death  of  his  debtor  :  of  De  Meza^  26  La.  Add.  35. 
And  a  prior  assignee  with  possession  is  preferred  in  equity:  Diffm- 
bach  V.  Vogehr,  61  Md.  370 ;  Spencer  v.  Clarke,  L.  R.,  9  Ch. 
Div.  137.  But  where  a  policy  was  deposited  as  security,  without 
notice  to  the  company,  and  the  insured,  by  false  representations, 
obtained  a  duplicate  copy  and  assigned  it  by  deed  to  his  wife,  it  iras 
held  that  if  the  wife  took  the  assignment  without  notice  of  the 
fraud,  she  had  a  legal  right  and  equity  superior  to  that  of  the  first 
assignee :  Le  Feuvre  v.  Sullivan,  10  Moore's  Pr.  C.  C.  1 ;  Spencer 
V.  Clarke,  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  Div.  137.  Consent  of  the  assignee,  how- 
ever, to  the  assignment,  is  requisite  to  its  validity,  where  delivered 
to  a  third  party  not  an  agent  of  the  assignee  for  any  purpose : 
ffart  v.  Forbes,  60  Miss.  745;  Siu:,  of  Richardson,  14  La.  Ann.  1. 
Policies  delivered  to  an  assignee  as  security  for  advances  less  in 
amount  than  the  value  of  the  policies,  may  be  assigned  for  other 
loans  upon  notice  to  the  first  assignee,  and  such  assignment  is  sus- 
tained as  an  equitable  appropriation  of  any  surplus  to  the  benefit 
of  the  second  or  later  assignee :  Marts  v.  Ins.  Co.,  44  N.  J.  L. 
478 ;  Diffenbach  v.  Vogeler,  61  Md.  370 ;  City  Bank  v.^lw.  Co,, 
32  W.  R.  658 ;  Myers  v.  Guarantee  Co.,  7  DeG.,  M.  &  S.  112. 
Assignments  of  part  interests  in  policies  are  sustained  as  vesting  an 
equitable  right  therein:  Palmer  v.  Merrill  6  Cush.  282;  Pomeroy 
V.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.,  40  111.  398  ;  especially  if  the  company 
consents:  Woods  v.  Rutland  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co,,  31  Vt.  552.  It 
was  doubted,  however,  whether  an  assignment,  qua  assignment,  was 
sufficient  to  pass  the  title  where  a  policy  had  been  made  payable  to 
the  person  upon  whose  life  it  was  taken  out,  and  upon  delivery  of 
the  policy,  at  his  request,  the  agent  of  the  company  immediately 
made  an  assignment  thereof  to  a  third  party,  a  copy  of  which  was 
sent  to  the  general  office,  but  none  to  the  assignee,  and  no  notice 
was  ever  given  to  him,  the  assignor  retaining  the  policy  and  paying 
the  premiums  until  the  day  of  his  death:  Scott  v.  Dickson,  16  W. 
N.  C.  181.  But,  in  a  like  case,  where  a  policy  was  made  payable 
to  B.,  but  was  retained  and  the  premiums  paid  by  A.,  B.  being  ig- 
norant of  the  transaction,  and  A.  afterwards  sought  to  change  the 
policy  so  as  to  make  it  payable  to  himself,  but  the  company  refused 
without  the  consent  of  B.,  the  court  held  that  it  had  no  power  to 
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compel  B.  to  assign  the  policy;  Potter  v.  Spilman^  117  Mass. 
322. 

The  Title  of  the  Assignee. —  The  assigDment  of  an  insurance  pol- 
icy as  collateral  security  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  vests  in  the 
assignee  the  legal  title  to  the  securities,  and  entitles  him  to  enforce 
the  same,  holding  any  surplus  after  payment  of  the  loans,  interest, 
premiums  and  assessments  paid,  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  equi- 
tably entitled  to  the  same:  Harrison  v.  McConkey,  1  Md.  Ch.  Dec. 
34  :  Scobey  v.  Waters^  10  Lea  555 ;  Gilman  v.  Curtis^  14  Ins. 
Law  J.  15;  Armstrong  v.  Ins,  Co.^  20  Blatchf.  493  ;  McCord  v. 
Noyes,  3  Bradf.  139.  The  assignor,  retaining  only  an  equitable 
interest  in  the  securities,  while  he  may  be  a  proper  party  to  a  suit 
to  enforce  the  same,  is  not  allowed  to  prosecute  it  as  the  sole  plain- 
tiff: Texas  Ins.  Co.  v.  Coffee,  61  Tex.  287.  Nor  will  a  court,  en- 
force the  surrender  of  the  policy  to  the  assignor,  nor  permit  a 
collection  of  the  amount  due  thereon  from  the  insurance  company, 
until  the  advances  and  payments  made  to  preserve  the  policy  are  re- 
paid :  Grilman  v.  Curtis^  supra.  The  bona  fide  assignee  of  insur- 
ance policies  for  value,  without  notice  of  equities,  is  protected 
under  the  rules  of  equitable  estoppel,  as  where  a  policy  of  insurance 
was  pledged  for  an  advance,  but  the  assignee  permitted  the  policy 
to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  assignor,  who  was  thus  enabled  to 
assign  it  to  an  innocent  person  who  advanced  a  valuable  considera- 
tion upon  its  endorsement  and  delivery.  The  latter  was  held  to 
have  not  only  the  legal  title,  but  the  superior  equity :  Wells  v. 
Archer,  10  S.  &  R.  412 :  Le  Feuvre  v.  Sullivan,  10  Moore's  Pr. 
C.  C.  1 :  Spencer  v.  Clarke,  L.  R.,  9  Ch.  Div.  137.  A  wife,  as 
beneficiary,  executed  a  blank  endorsement  of  a  policy,  and  it  was 
negotiated  for  value  to  an  innocent  holder.  The  wife  sought  to  de- 
feat the  title  of  the  assignee.  The  court  said,  By  placing  her 
name  on  the  back  of  the  policy,  at  the  request  of  her  husband,  and 
delivering  it  to  him,  she  thus  enabled  him  to  procure  the  loan  of 
money,  and  it  would  be  opening  the  door  to  fraud  to  permit  the  wife 
to  deny  the  power  of  the  husband  to  fill  up  the  assignment :  Norwood 
V.  Guerdon,  60  111.  258  ;  Pomeroy  v.  Man.  Ins.  Co.,  40  Id.  398  ; 
Damron  v.  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  99  Ind  479.  So  a  company 
may  be  estopped  by  the  admissions  of  its  authorized  agent,  that  a 
certain  policy  will  be  paid,  where  an  innocent  person  advances  money 
upon  an  assignment  of  such  policy,  relying  upon  such  representa- 
tions :  ^tna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  France,  94  U.  S.  661.  And  a  com- 
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pany  is  estopped  after  notice  of  an  assignment  to  set  up  as  a  defence 
against  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  that  it  paid  the  proceeds  of  the 
policy  to  the  beneficiary  or  any  other  person  :  ffall  v.  DmheiUr 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Mass.  53 ;  Gale  v.  Leuns,  9  Q.  B.  742  But 
notice  must  be  proved  :  Northtrestem  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Roth, 
87  Penn.  St.  409.  And  also,  where  it  has  consented  to  an  assign- 
ment, to  deny  the  validity  thereof,  as  against  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value:  jEtna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  France,  94  U.  S.  561 ;  Stevms. 
Warren,  101  Mass.  564  ;  or  to  set  up  a  prohibition  in  the  policy 
against  assignments  without  the  consent  of  the  company  where 
made  as  collateral,  or  where  the  interests  of  the  company  are  not 
affected :  Ullis  v.  Krentzinger,  27  Mo.  311 ;  Griffey  v.  Ins.  Cb.,30 
Hun  299  ;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kell}/,  3l>  Md.  421  ;  St.  John  v.  Im.  Co., 
13  N.  Y.  31 ;  nor  where  such  clause  is  illegal :  Spare  v.  Ins  Co., 
17  Fed.  Rep.  568. 

And  where  a  policy  was  allowed  by  a  company  to  lapse  and  be 
forfeited,  but  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  beneficiary, 
and  a  new  policy,  issued  in  place  thereof,  was  assigned  as  collateral 
to  a  bona  fide  assignee  for  value,  the  company  was  estopped  as 
against  the  beneficiary  from  alleging  her  neglect  to  tender  premi- 
ums due  on  a  policy  already  forfeited ;  and  also  estopped  as  against 
the  innocent  assignee,  from  setting  up  the  defence  that  an  assignee 
of  an  insurance  policy  could  acquire  no  greater  rights  than  those 
of  his  assignor :  Pilcher  v.  New  York  Ins.  Co.,  33  La.  Ann.  322. 
And  where  a  person  seeking  insurance  makes  a  full  and  complete 
statement  of  all  facts  that  materially  affect  the  risk,  and  an  agent 
of  the  company,  acting  on  its  behalf,  of  his  own  accord,  writes  false 
answers  to  the  usual  questions,  to  be  signed  by  the  applicant,  with 
the  advice  to  him  that  the  omitted  facts  are  immaterial,  and  the 
assured,  in  good  faith,  adopts  the  application  as  prepared,  the  com- 
pany is  estopped  to  deny  its  liability  on  the  policy,  after  receiving 
premiums,  a  loss  having  occurred :  Massachusetts  v.  Mut.  X*/^ 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Robinson,  98  111.  324.  Nor  can  an  insurance  company 
acquire  any  rights  against  a  bona  fide  holder  by  mis-statements  of 
facts  and  law  made  by  its  agents  in  its  company's  business  relative 
to  a  forfeiture  of  a  policy  :  Tabor  v.  Michigan  Mut.  Life  in*.  Co.. 
44  Mich.  324.  But  unauthorized  representations  of  an  agent  will 
not  create  an  estoppel :  Knight  v.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  37  Leg- 
Int.  82. 

The  title  of  the  assignee  of  an  insurance  policy  being  non-ncgo- 
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tiable  in  its  character  is,  in  the  absence  of  any  application  of  the 
rules  of  equitable  estoppel,  subject  to  all  equities  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  transfer  and  to  all  defences  valid  as  between  the  original 
parties.  A  valid  policy  was  issued  to  a  wife,  and  afterwards,  by  coer- 
cion, she  executed  an  assignment  of  it,  and  the  fraudulent  assignee 
assigned  it  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  without  notice ;  it  was  held  that 
no  title  could  be  acquired  even  by  an  innocent  purchaser  to  a  chose 
in  action  from  one  who  has  procured  it  from  ihe  owner  by  undue  in- 
fluence, compulsion  or  coercion  :  Barry  v.  Equitable  Life  Ins,  Co.j 
59  N.  Y.  587.  The  assignee  must,  like  other  assignees  of  non- 
negotiable  choses  in  action,  inquire  of  the  debtor,  before  advancing 
money,  if  any  defence  or  equities  exist  in  relation  thereto,  as  a 
policy  of  insurance  is  not  a  representation  of  the  company,  but 
only  a  muniment  of  title,  and  no  title  can  be  acquired  even  by  a  bona 
fide  assignee  for  value  from  one  without  title  obtaining  the  same 
from  a  fraudulent  agent :  Charter  Oak  Life  Ins,  Co.  v.  Smithy  40 
Ohio  St.  414.  And  a  rule  that  an  assignee  cannot  rely  upon  the 
recitals  of  an  insurance  policy,  was  enforced  in  a  case  where  by 
failure  of  an  assignee  to  pay  a  premium  note,  although  the  policy 
recited  that  it  was  paid,  a  forfeiture  thereof  was  sustained.  How 
V.  Union  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co.^  80  N.  Y.  82.  Nor  can  an  assignee 
of  a  policy  as  collateral  require  payment  without  complying  with 
the  terms  of  the  policy  by  obtaining  the  receipt  of  the  beneficiary 
indorsed  thereon ;  non  constat  the  debt  may  have  been  paid :  Kelley 
V.  Caplicej  23  Kan.  474.  Nor  can  he  rely  upon  unauthorized 
representations  of  an  agent:  Knight  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  37. 
Leg.  Int.  82.  Nor  can  any  title  be  acquired  to  policies  of  life  insu« 
ranee  where  illegal  although  the  loans  and  debts  secured  be  larger 
in  amount  than  the  value  of  the  policy :  Stokell  v.  Kimball,  69 
N.  H.  13 ;  and  an  assignment  of  policies  by  a  wife  as  surety  will 
be  released  by  a  discharge  of  an  endorser:  O'Mara.  v.  Nugent,  37 
N.  J.  Eq.  326. 

The  Rights  of  the  Assignor, — The  assignor  or  pledgor  is  entitled 
to  a  return  of  insurance  policies  upon  complying  with  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  upon  which  such  assignment  was  made.  Although 
the  assignment  be  absolute  in  terms,  an  agreement  in  parol  that 
the  assignor  should  have  a  right  to  redeem  at  any  time  upon- repay- 
ment, with  interest,  of  the  premiums  paid  by  the  assignee,  will  be 
enforced  in  equity.  Such  right  of  redemption  followed  the  policy 
into  the  hands  of  the  Tissignee,  and  at  all  times  affected  his  title : 
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Matthews  v.  Sheehan,  69  N.  Y.  689.  The  rule  was  enforced  in 
another  case  where  an  insurance  policy  was  assigned  in  absolute 
terms,  but  the  assignee  (who  was  the  agent  of  the  companj  issoing 
the  policy)  delivered  a  receipt  at  the  same  time  reciting  that  the  as- 
signment was  as  collateral  security  for  the  premium,  and  to  be  void 
if  the  note  was  paid  at  maturity,  otherwise  to  continue  for  sole 
benefit  of  the  agent.  The  company  was  notified  of  the  assign- 
ment, but  not  of  the  receipt,  and  the  note  not  being  paid,  the  agent 
surrendered  the  policy.  Prior  to  the  surrender  the  company  were 
informed  of  the  facts,  the  assignor  demanding  a  retransfer,  the 
policy  being  of  greater  value  than  the  amount  of  the  note.  Upon 
an  equitable  action  to  redeem,  it  was  held  that  as  no  notice  had 
been  given  to  redeem  before  the  surrender,  it  must  be  treated 
as  made  on  account  of  the  assignor  as  well  as  the  assignee,  and  that 
he  was  entitled  to  any  excess  of  value  above  the  amount  due  on  the 
premium  note :  Dongan  v.  Mut.  Ben.  Life  Ins.  Co.<,  46  Md.  469. 
So,  where  an  assignee  of  a  policy  holding  the  same  as  collateral 
security  wrongfully  surrendered  it  to  the  company,  he  was  mulcted 
in  damages  for  the  conversion  :  Wheeler  v.  Petem^  40  Ohio  St. 
424.  The  pledgor  is  also  entitled  upon  settlement  to  the  benefit 
of  any  sums  which  have  been  collected  by  the  pledgee  on  such 
insurance  policies,  and  to  which  the  assignor  would  be  entitled  on 
payment  of  the  debt :  White  v.  British  Empire  Ins,  Co,j  L.  R,  ^ 
Eq.  394. 

Payment  of  the  debt  or  the  discharge  of  the  obligation  is  essen- 
tial to  entide  the  assignor  to  a  return  of  collateral  securities,  as 
where  policies  of  insurance  were  assigned  as  collateral  security  to 
secure  the  payment  of  certain  bills  of  exchange,  although  an 
arbitration  has  fixed  the  amount  of  the  account,  the  money  not 
having  been  paid :  Scott  v.  Campbell^  1  Gamp.  216.  And  vhere 
assurance  policies  were  assigned  as  collateral  for  the  payment  of  a 
bond  and  mortgage,  and  the  mortgage  had  been  discharged,  but  the 
bond  not  paid:  Eollis  v.  Ins,  Co.,  12  Phila.  321.  Nor  can  an 
assignor,  who  during  minority  as  a  beneficiary  joined  with  his 
father  in  an  assignment  thereof  as  collateral  to  secure  the  assignee 
from  liability  as  endorser,  and  under  which  the  assignee  had  been 
obliged  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  liability,  repudiate  the  contract 
on  coming  of  age,  and  recover  the  policy,  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
assured,  by  an  action  of  detinue :  Bowers  v.  Parker^  58  N.  H. 
565.    But  it  was  held  payment  where  a  company  issuing  a  policy 
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received  it  and  other  secaritiea  as  collateral  for  the  payment  of 
premium  notes,  the  policy  by  its  terms  being  void  if  the  assured 
died  by  his  own  hands,  except  as  to  any  bona  fide  interest  therein 
at  the  time  of  death.  The  company  was  held  within  the  rule,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  policy  having  paid  the  debt,  it  was  ordered  to 
redeliver  the  other  securities :  White  v.  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co,, 
6  Mo.  App.  587.  And  a  deposit  of  policies  as  collateral  was  held 
within  the  exception  :  Cook  v.  Blacky  1  Hare  390.  Nor  was  it 
any  defence  to  a  suit  upon  the  original  indebtedness  that  the  creditor 
held  an  insurance  policy  upon  the  life  of  the  debtor  as  collateral : 
Reeves  v.  Plough,  41  Ind.  204 :  Burrows  v.  Bangs,  34  Mich. 
304. 

Insurable  Interests  as  applied  to  Assignees. — An  important  ques- 
tion relative  to  the  assignment  of  valid  life  insurance  policies  is,  as 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  procuring  such  insurance,  whether 
it  is  in  fact  a  bona  fide  assignment,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  or 
simply  a  cover  for  a  g&ming  speculation  in  the  life  of  the  insured, 
and  in  arriving  at  such  intention  the  extent  or  character  of  the 
insurable  interest  of  the  assignee  in  the  life,  is  a  fact  for  consider- 
ation :  Johnson  v.  Van  Epps,  14  111.  App.  201.  Generally,  it 
may  be  said,  that  an  assignee  of  valid  insurance  policies,  in  common 
with  assignees  of  other  choses  in  action,  is  entitled  to  the  presump- 
tion that  he  is  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  without  notice  :  Page 
V.  Bumstine,  102  U.  S.  664.  The  fact  that  he  has  no  insurable 
interest  in  the  life  of  the  assured  does  not  create  a  presumption  that 
be  acquired  his  interest  under  such  assignment  for  the  purpose  of 
speculating  or  gambling  upon  the  life  of  the  assured :  Clark  y,  Allen, 
11  R.  I.  439.  Nor  is  this  fact  either  conclusive  nor  prima  facie 
evidence  that  the  transaction  is  illegal :  United  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  138  Mass.  240.  No  subsequent  assignment  can  destroy  the 
validity  of  a  policy  that  was  legal  when  issued :  Campbell  v.  New 
England  Life  Ins,  Co.,  98  Mass.  381  ;  nor  taint  it  as  a  wagering 
policy  :  Mut  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen,  60  Id.  18.  Even  where  made 
the  basis  of  a  mere  speculation  or  wager  on  the  part  of  the  assignee, 
80  that  no  recovery  is  permitted  to  him,  yet  the  beneficiary  of  the 
policy  may  enforce  the  same,  the  validity  of  the  policy  not  being 
affected  by  the  subsequent  illegality.  And  unless  there  is  some 
peculiarity  about  the  rules  that  should  govern  the  assignment  of 
policies  of  insurance,  where  the  assignee  has  no  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  of  the  assured,  the  same  rules  as  to  its  validity  should 
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govern  such  assignments  as  are  applied  to  assignments  of  interests 
under  wills  and  vested  remainders :  In  re  Irving^  L.  R.,  7  Ch.  D. 
419.  In  all  these  cases,  although  the  value  of  the  investment 
depends  upon  the  life  of  a  person  in  which  the  assignee  has  no 
interest  except  the  expectancy  of  its  cessation,  the  validity  of  such 
assignments  is  not  questioned. 

The  courts  have  considered  in  several  cases  this  question  of  the 
insurable  interest  required  by  the  assignee  to  render  valid  an  as- 
signment of  life  insurance  policies,  and  the  general  rule  seems  to 
be  that  such  assignments  are  supported  where  a  valid  insurance  pol- 
icy has  been  issued,  and  the  owner  sells  the  same  in  a  bona  fidt 
transaction,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  its  present  value,  or  where 
the  owner,  in  a  like  bona  fide  transaction,  assigns  such  policy  as 
collateral  to  secure  a  bona  fide  advance  or  a  valid  debt,  or  some 
obligation  as  endorser  or  surety,  and  the  advance  or  debt  has  been 
paid  or  the  obligation  discharged,  although  in  the  first  case,  the 
assignee  has  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  the  insured  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment,  and  in  the  second,  his  insurable  interest 
has  ceased,  and  he  is  an  assignee  as  in  the  first  case,  without  insur- 
able interest  in  the  life  of  the  assured. 

In  a  recent  case,  Scott  v.  Dickson^  16  W.  N.  C.  181,  decided  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  a  policy  of  life  insurance  was 
issued  to  Dickson,  and  upon  delivery  by  the  agent,  Dickson  said 
he  wished  to  transfer  the  policy  to  Scott,  the  best  friend  I  have 
in  the  world."  lie  executed  the  assignment,  notice  of  it  was  sent 
to  the  company,  but  Scott  was  never  informed  of  it.  Scott,  at  the 
time,  was  surety  on  a  penal  bond  given  by  Dickson,  but  the  lia- 
bility ceased,  and  at  his  decease  he  was  without  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  of  Dickson.  The  assignment  was  supported  on  the 
ground  that  the  original  insurance  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignee. 
The  court  (Mr.  Justice  Paxson)  say : 

"  It  requires  but  a  moment's  reflection  to  see  that  this  rule  [that 
the  assignment  of  a  policy  does  not  fall  upon  the  cessation  of 
terest]  is  based  upon  sound  principles.  It  treats  a  contract  of  life 
insurance  not  as  a  contract  of  indemnity,  as  in  the  case  of  fire  and 
marine  insurance,  but  as  a  contract  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money 
in  the  event  of  death.  And  if  a  policy  failed  with  the  cessation  of 
interest,  it  would  lead  to  this  result:  A.  is  a  creditor  of  B.  to  the 
extent  of  a  JlOOO,  and  insures  his  life  to  that  amount,  and  con- 
tinues the  policy  until  he  has  paid  in  premiums  say,  JllOO.  K 
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the  policy  ceases  as  soon  as  the  debt  is  paid,  A.  loses  all  he  has 
paid,  and  in  reality  is  out  ^100,  although  he  has  received  the  debt 
in  fall.  *  *  *  Policies  of  this  sort  are  not  in  any  sense  wagering. 
It  would  be  to  deny  a  man's  right  to  do  what  he  will  with  his 
own  to  say  that  he  could  not  insure  his  life  for  the  benefit  of  an 
indigent  relative  or  a  friend  to  whom  he  felt  under  obligations.  And 
the  fact  that  he  continues  to  pay  the  premiums  himself,  and  retains 
the  control  of  the  policy  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  leaves  no  room 
for  speculation,  or  the  improper  practices  of  a  few  years  ago 
which  brought  such  a  scandal  upon  the  life  insurance  business 
of  this  state.'' 

And  referring  to  the  case  of  Gilbert  v.  Moore^  infra^  said :  "  we 
do  not  regard  this  as  within  the  authority  of  Gilbert  v.  Moore^  for 
the  reason  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  facts  as  set  forth  in  the  case 
stated,  from  which  the  deduction  can  fairly  be  drawn  that  this  was 
a  wagering  policy.  On  the  contrary,  there  is  enough  to  show  that 
John  F.  Scott  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  Richard 
Dickson." 

In  an  earlier  case,  Cunningham  v.  Smith,  70  Penn.  St.  450,  in 
which  Smith  insured  his  life,  and  immediately  assigned  the  policy 
to  the  defendants,  the  court  say  :  "  Smith's  interest  in  his  own  life 
was  unquestionable,  and  if  he  was  willing  to  insure  himself,  with 
their  money,  and  then  assign  his  policy  to  them  there  is  no  prin- 
ciple of  law  which  can  prevent  such  a  transaction." 

Another  recent  decision  on  this  question  was  delivered  by  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts  in  the  case  of  the  Mut. 
Life  Im,  Co»  of  New  York  v.  Allen,  138  Mass.  24.  This  was  a 
bill  of  interpleader  filed  by  the  insurance  company  to  determine 
whether  the  wife  of  the  deceased,  the  beneficiary  in  the  policy,  or 
the  assignee,  Allen,  were  entitled  to  the  proceeds,  the  assignment 
being  made  for  a  sum  paid,  and  the  surrender  of  notes  of  the  as- 
sured upon  which  surrender  he  had  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life. 
The  court  (W.  Allen,  J.)  say :  "  The  question  is,  whether  the 
right  to  a  sum  of  money  payable  on  the  death  of  a  person  under  a 
contract  in  the  form  of  an  insurance  policy  has  any  special  char- 
acter or  quality  which  renders  it  less  assignable  than  the  right  to  a 
sum  payable  at  the  death  of  some  person  under  any  other  contract 
or  assurance,  or  than  a  remainder  in  real  estate  expectant  on  such 
death.  We  see  nothing  in  the  contract  of  life  insurance  which  will 
prevent  the  assured  from  selling  his  right  under  the  contract  for  his 
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own  advantage,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  an  assignment  of  a  pol- 
icy made  by  the  assared  in  good  faith  for  the  parpose  of  obtaining 
its  present  value,  and  not  as  a  gaming  risk  between  him  and  the 
assignee,  or  a  cover  for  a  contract  of  insurance  between  the  insarer 
and  the  assignee,  will  pass  the  equitable  interest  of  the  assignor; 
and  that  the  fact  that  the  assignee  has  no  insurable  interest  in  the 
life  insured  is  neither  conclusive  nor  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
transaction  is  illegal.  *  *  **  The  value  and  permanency  of  the  in- 
terest is  material  only  as  bearing  upon  the  question  whether  the 
policy  is  taken  out  in  good  faith,  and  not  as  a  gambling  transaction. 
If  valid  in  its  inception  it  will  not  be  avoided  by  a  cessation  of  the 
interest.  The  mere  fact  that  the  assured  himself  has  no  interest  in 
the  life  does  not  avoid  or  annul  the  policy.  We  think  that  the  sec- 
ond ruling  was  correct,  and  that  the  fact  that  the  assignee  had 
no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  does  not  avoid  the  assignment. 
It  is  one  circumstance  to  be  regarded  in  determining  the  character 
of  the  transaction,  but  is  not  conclusive  of  its  illegality." 

The  court,  referring  to  Stevens  v.  WarreUy  101  Mass.  564,  and 
in  effect  overruling  the  case,  as  to  the  point  in  question,  say:  The 
general  rule  laid  down  in  Stevens  ^  Warreny  that  no  one  can  have 
an  insurance  upon  the  life  of  another,  unless  he  has  an  interest  in 
the  continuance  of  that  life,  and  from  which  the  inference  that  an 
assignee  of  a  party  must  have  an  insurable  interest,  seems  to  have 
been  drawn,  we  think,  is  not  strictly  accurate  or  may  be  misleading. 
An  insurable  interest  in  the  assured  at  the  time  the  policy  is  taken 
out  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  policy,  but  it  is  not  necessary 
to  the  continuance  of  the  insurance  that  the  interest  should  continue; 
if  the  interest  should  cease,  the  policy  would  continue,  and  the 
insured  would  then  have  an  insurance  without  interest/' 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Connecticut 
Life  Ins.  Co,  v.  Schaefer^  94  U.  S.  457,  in  which  the  policy  was 
payable  to  a  husband  and  wife,  and  they  were  afterwards  divorced 
d  vinculo  matrimonii^  the  wife,  having  paid  the  premiums  to  the 
death  of  the  husband,  was  allowed  to  collect  the  insurance,  although 
her  insurable  interest  had  ceased  at  the  time  of  the  divorce.  And 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  speaking  for  the  court  said  "  We  do  not  hesitate 
to  say  that  a  policy  taken  out  in  good  faith,  and  valid  at  its  inceptio^^ 
is  not  avoided  by  the  cessation  of  the  insurable  interest,  unless  such 
be  the  necessary  effiect  of  the  insurance  policy  itself."  And  iu 
Etna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  France,  94  U.  S.  561,  where  a  policy  was 
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taken  out  for  the  benefit  of  a  sister,  the  court  sustained  the  policy, 
sajing  that  he  had  a  right  to  take  out  a  policy  on  his  own  life  for 
his  sister's  benefit,  and  she  had  a  right  to  advance  him  the  neces- 
sary moneys  to  do  so.  As  between  strangers  or  persons  not  thus 
clearly  connected,  the  transaction  would  be  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  from  which,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  they 
might  or  might  not  infer  that  it  was  mere  gambling.  Any  person 
has  a  right  to  procure  an  insurance  on  his  life  and  to  assign  it 
to  another,  provided  it  be  not  done  by  way  of  cover  for  a  wager 
policy.'* 

The  rule  that  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  the  assured  is 
not  essential  to  constitute  a  valid  assignment  of  valid  life  insurance 
policies  has  been  consistently  applied  by  the  courts  of  New  York : 
St,  John  V.  American  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  18  N.  Y.  31 ;  Val- 
ton  V.  National  Fund  Life  Ins.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  32.  In  a  late  case 
in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  Olmsted  v.  Keyes,  85  N.  Y.  593,  a  policy 
was  issued  to  Olmsted,  as  trustee  for  the  wife  and  children  of  Keyes, 
and  the  wife  dying,  and  Keyes  again  remarrying,  the  trustee,  at  the 
request  of  the  assured,  assigned  the  policy  to  the  second  wife  and 
children.  The  court  say  :  "  The  rule  as  gathered  from  the  author- 
ities is  that  where  one  takes  out  a  policy  upon  his  own  life  as  an 
honest  and  bona  fide  transaction,  and  the  amount  assured  is  made 
payable  to  a  person  having  no  interest  in  the  life,  or  where  such  a 
policy  is  assigned  to  one  having  no  interest  in  the  life,  the  benefi- 
ciary, in  the  one  case,  and  the  assignee  in  the  other,  may  hold  and 
enforce  the  policy,  if  it  was  valid  in  its  inception,  and  the  policy 
was  not  procured,  or  the  assignment  made  as  a  contrivance  to  cir- 
cumvent the  law  against  betting,  gaming  or  wagering  policies.  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  one  may  with  the  consent  of  the  insurer, 
deal  with  a  valid  life  policy  as  he  can  with  any  other  chose  in  action, 
selling  it,  assigning  it,  disposing  of  it  and  bequeathing  it  by  will ; 
and  it  has  been  well  said  that  if  he  could  not  do  it  these  life  policies 
would  be  deprived  of  a  large  share  of  their  utility  and  value." 

The  like  rule  has  been  enforced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Rhode 
Island,  in  Clark  v.  Allen,  11  R.  1.  439,  where  a  policy  was  assigned 
upon  the  surrender  of  a  note  for  an  amount  larger  than  the  surren- 
der value  of  the  policy.  The  court  say  :  "  If  the  danger  is  not 
sufiScient  to  avoid  the  policy  when  the  interest  ceases,  why  should 
it  bo  sufiicient  to  avoid  the  assignment  to  an  assignee  without  inter- 
est ?    The  truth  is,  it  is  one  thing  to  say  that  a  man  may  take 
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insurance  upon  the  life  of  another  for  no  purpose  except  as  a  spec- 
ulation or  bet  on  the  chances  of  life,  and  may  repeat  the  act  ad 
libitum^  and  quite  another  thing  to  say  that  he  may  purchase  the 
policy  as  a  matter  of  business  after  it  has  once  been  issued  under 
the  sanction  of  law,  and  is  therefore  an  existing  chose  in  action  or 
right  of  property  which  its  owner  may  have  the  best  of  reasons  for 
wishing  to  dispose  of.  There  is  in  such  a  purchase,  in  our  opinion, 
no  immorality  and  no  imminent  peril  to  human  life.  *  *  *  It  is 
said  that  such  an  assignment,  if  permitted,  may  be  u^ed  to  cir- 
cumvent the  law.  That  is  true  if  insurance  without  interest  is 
unlawful,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  such  an  assignment  is  not  to 
be  permitted  at  all,  because,  perhaps,  it  may  be  abused.  Let  the 
abuse,  not  the  bona  fide  use,  be  condemned  and  defeated.  *  *  * 
Perhaps,  Cammack  v.  LewiSj  15  Wall.  644,  may  be  found  a  case 
of  that  kind.*' 

The  like  rule  has  been  enforced  in  New  Jersey  in  Th'entanMut.Life 
^  Fire  Im,  Co.  v.  Johnson^  24  N.  J.  L.  576;  and  in  Martin  v. 
Franklin  F,  Ins.  Co.,  38  Id.  140  ;  in  Vermont,  in  Fairehildy. 
Life  Ass  n.,  51  Vt.  613  ;  and  in  England,  in  Dalby  v.  India  i 
London  Life  Absu.,  15  C.  B.  365 ;  Law  v.  London  Indisputable 
Life  Policy  Co.,  1  Kay  &  J.  223.  A.  insured  his  life  and  after- 
ward assigned  it  to  B.  for  a  nominal  consideration  ;  B.'s  ezecators 
assigned  the  policy  to  C.  for  a  nominal  consideration,  and  C.'s  exec- 
utors sold  it  to  D.,  and  having  a  good  title,  were  allowed  to  enforce 
the  sale :  Ashley  v.  Ashley,  3  Sim.  149. 

It  is  also  well  settled  law  that  an  assignment  of  valid  insurance 
policies  will  not  be  enforced  by  any  court  where  the  transaction  of 
assignment  itself  shows  the  want  of  a  good  and  valuable  considera- 
tion, and  the  circumstances  connected  therewith  demonstrate  that 
the  assignment  was  obtained  simply  as  a  cover  for  a  gambling  spec- 
ulation or  a  wagering  bet  upon  the  chances  of  the  life  of  another. 
And  in  considering  the  character  of  the  transaction,  the  insurable  in- 
terest in  the  life  of  the  assured  is  a  fact  to  be  considered.  The  rule 
was  applied  in  a  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
Warnoch  v.  Davis,  104  U.  S.  775,  where  a  valid  policy  of  life 
insurance  was  procured  and  immediately  assigned  to  a  firm,  upon  an 
agreement  that  it  should  pay  all  premiums  and  assessments,  and 
as  consideration  receive  nine-tenths  of  the  amount  due  thereon  at 
his  death.  The  firm  paid  the  fees  and  assessments,  and  collected 
the  agreed  amount  upon  the  death  of  the  assured.   Upon  these  facts 
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the  court  (Mr.  Justice  Field)  say  :  "  It  was  lawful  for  the  asso- 
ciation to  advance  to  the  assured  the  sums  payable  to  the  insurance 
company  as  they  became  due.  It  was  also  lawful  for  the  assured  to 
assign  the  policy  as  security  for  their  payment.  The  assignment 
was  only  invalid  as  a  transfer  of  the  policy  beyond  what  was  re- 
quired to  refund  these  sums  with  interest.  To  hold  it  valid  for  the 
whole  proceeds  would  be  to  sanction  speculative  risks  on  human  life 
and  encourage  the  evil  for  which  wager  policies  are  condemned.  *  *  * 
The  assignment  of  a  policy  to  a  party  not  having  an  insurable  inter- 
est is  as  objectionable  as  the  taking  out  of  a  policy  in  his  name. 
Nor  is  the  character  changed  because  it  is  for  a  portion  merely  of 
the  insurance  money  to  the  extent  that  the  assignee  stipulates  for 
the  proceeds  of  the  policy  beyond  the  sum  advanced  by  him,  he 
stands  in  the  position  of  holding  a  wager  policy.  *  *  *  In  all  cases, 
there  must  be  a  reasonable  ground  founded  upon  the  relations  of 
the  parties  to  each  other,  either  pecuniary  or  of  blood  or  affinity,  to 
expect  some  benefit  or  advantage  from  the  continuance  of  the  life 
of  the  assured.  Otherwise,  the  contract  is  a  mere  wager,  by  which 
the  party  taking  the  policy  is  directly  interested  in  the  early  death 
of  the  assured.  Such  policies  have  a  tendency  to  create  a  desire 
for  the  event.  They  are,  therefore,  independent  of  any  statute  on 
the  subject,  condemned  as  being  against  public  policy.  The  same 
ground  which  invalidates  the  one  should  invalidate  the  other — so 
far  at  least  as  to  restrict  the  right  of  the  assignee  to  the  sums  actu- 
ally advanced  by  him." 

The  like  rule  was  enforced  in  Cammack  v.  Lewis,  15  Wall.  644, 
in  which  Lewis,  being  indebted  $70  to  Cammack,  at  the  instance 
of  the  latter,  procured  an  insurance  upon  his  life  for  $8000,  and 
assigned  a  two-thirds  interest  in  the  same  to  Lewis,  and  also  gave 
him  a  note  of  $3000,  confessedly  without  consideration.  Upon 
Cammack's  death,  which  occurred  after  the  payment  of  one  pre- 
mium, Lewis  paid  $1000  to  the  widow  and  she  brought  an  action 
to  recover  the  remainder.  The  court  (Mr.  Justice  Miller)  de- 
scribed the  transaction  so  far  as  Cammack  was  concerned,  as  a 
sheer  wagering  policy,  and  probably  a  fraud  on  the  insurance  com- 
pany. To  procure  a  policy  for  $3000  to  cover  a  debt  of  $70,  is  of 
itself  a  mere  wager.  The  disproportion  between  the  real  interest 
of  the  creditor  and  the  amount  to  be  received  by  him  deprives  it 
of  all  pretence  to  be  a  bona  fide  effort  to  secure  the  debt,  and  the 
strength  of  this  fact  is  not  diminished  by  the  fact  that  Cammack 
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was  to  get  92000  out  of  the  93000 ;  nor  is  it  weakened  by  thefa^t 
that  the  policy  was  taken  out  in  the  name  of  Lewis,  and  assigned 
by  him  to  Cammack."  And  the  assignee  was  only  allowed  to  retain 
the  amount  of  the  debt  and  the  premium  paid. 

The  latest  case  in  Pennsylvania,  Crt76^i  v.  Moo%e^  104  Penn.  St 
74,  in  which  the  rule  announced  in  Fritehet  v.  in«.  Co.,  8  Yeates 
458,  decided  in  1803,  and  recognised  in  later  cases,  Edgell  v.  Mc- 
Laughlin^ 6  Whart,  176 ;  Adams  v.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Rawle  97,  was 
followed,  arose  from  a  transaction  which  stamped  it  as  a  mere  spec- 
ulation. Gilbert  insured  his  life  for  $2000,  naming  as  beneficiary 
one  Jacobs,  who  had  no  insurable  interest  in  his  life ;  and  he  as- 
signed the  policy  to  Gilbert  for  928,  who,  after  payment  of  one 
•premium,  collected  the  money  due  on  the  policy.  Moose  having 
died.  His  administrators  were  allowed  to  recover  the  money,  less 
assessments,  the  policy  being  held  valid.  The  court  (Gordon,  J.) 
say :  *'  We  do  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the  status  of  Jacobs  (the 
first  assignee),  is  the  point  of  this  case,  for  if  he  was  the  proper  and 
lawful  beneficiary,  then  even  were  Gilbert  without  right,  the  plain- 
tiffs could  not  recover,  for  proceeds  of  the  policy  would  belong  to 
Jacobs,  and  on  the  other  hand,  if  his  claim  was  not  good  he  had 
nothing  to  assign  to  the  defendant.  But  as  a  beneficiary  merely, 
having  no  interest  in  the  life,  it  seems  to  us  very  clear  that  he  could 
lawfully  have  no  interest  in  the  policy.  *  *  *  Nor  can  we  see  that  did 
the  defendant's  case  rest  on  an  assignment  from  Moose  to  himself, 
how  it  would  be  bettered  in  the  least.  The  reserved  point  alleges 
that  Gilbert  took  the  assignment  for  the  purposes  of  speculation,  and 
of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for,  for  what  other  purpose  could  it 
have  been  taken  ?  But  speculation,  on  what  ?  The  life  of  Moose, 
and  the  sooner  that  was  determined,  the  better  the  speculation.  If 
there  is  any  difference  between  this  and  an  original  wager  policy,  I 
confess  I  cannot  see  it.'' 

The  like  rule  was  enforced  in  Indiana,  in  Franklin  Life  Im.Co. 
V.  Bazzard,  41  Ind.  116,  where  a  policy  for  93000  was  assigned 
for  920.  The  policy  became  payable  shortly  afterwards,  the  as- 
signee having  paid  but  one  premium.    The  Supreme  Court  say : 

Life  insurance  policies  are  assignable  ;  but,  in  our  opinion,  they 
are  not  assignable  to  one  who  buys  merely  as  matter  of  speculation 
without  interest  in  the  life  of  the  assured."  In  Missouri  VaUeg 
Life  Ins,  Co,,  18  Kans.  93,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas,  in  a 
case  where  a  policy  of  insurance  procured  by  one  Haynes,  for  J2000, 
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was  assigned  to  Sturges,  who  was  without  insurable  interest  in  his 
life,  the  assured  dying  in  less  than  a  year  after  the  assignment,  say : 

If  the  assignment  from  Haynes  to  Sturges  were  to  be  upheld  as 
valid  under  the  law,  it  would  be  virtually  saying  that  the  law  au- 
thorizes mere  wagering  speculations,  mere  mercenary  traffic  con- 
cerning human  life,  and  it  would  be  opening  the  door  wide  and 
inviting  to  enter  the  most  shocking  crimes."  See  State  v.  Winner,!! 
Kans.  298.  The  like  rule  has  been  enforced  in  Maine,  in  Mitchell 
V.  Union  Life  Ins,  Co,^  45  Me.  104;  in  Missouri,  in  Singleton  v. 
St,  Z/ouis  Life  Ins.  Co.y  66  Mo.  63 ;  and  in  the  United  States 
Circuit,  District  of  Missouri,  by  Judges  Dillon  and  Treat,  in 
Swick  V.  Some  Life  Ins,  Co.,  2  Dill.  161 ;  and  in  Illinois,  inQuar- 
dian  Mut  Life  Ins,  Co.  v.  Eogan,  80  111.  85.  In  Johnson  v.  Van 
Upps,  14  111.  App.  201,  the  court  (Pillsbury,  J.,)  say :  Whe- 
ther a  contract  of  insurance  is  void,  being  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  law  against  gambling,  depends  not  so  much  upon  the  extent  or 
character  of  the  interest  or  the  want  of  interest  in  such  beneficiary, 
as  it  does  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  procuring  such 
insurance."  See,  also,  Langdon  v.  Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.^  22  Am. 
L.  Reg.  (K  S.)  885,  and  note. 

It  is  an  equitable  rule,  however,  that  assignments  of  valid  life 
Insurance  policies,  although  the  circumstances  attending  such  as- 
signment are  such  that  a  court  will  refuse  to  enforce  the  same 
for  the  whole  amount  of  the  policy,  for  the  reason  that  the  trans- 
action is,  on  its  face,  a  mere  speculation  or  gambling  wager  upon 
the  life  of  the  assured,  are  yet  held  valid  in  favor  of  assignees  as 
to  all  sums  actually  loaned,  with  interest,  and  premiums  and  assess- 
ments paid  by  the  assignee  to  preserve  the  vitality  of  the  policy : 
Wamock  v.  Davis,  104  U.  S.  776 ;  Knickerbocker  Life  Ins,  Co. 
V.  Weitz,  99  Mass.  157  ;  Cammack  v.  Lewis,  15  Wall.  648 ; 
Harley  v.  Heist,  86  Ind.  196.  And  this  equitable  right  was  en- 
forced in  favor  of  an  assignee  holding  policies  of  life  insurance  as 
collateral  in  a  transaction  voidable  for  fraud:  In  re  Leslie,  L.  R., 
23  Ch.  D.  552.  And  also  where  the  assignment  was  partly  void : 
Seohcy  v.  Waters,  10  Lea  551. 

And  in  other  cases,  a  lien  can  be  acquired  upon  policies  by  the 
payment  of  premiums  under  a  contract  with  the  beneficial  owner, 
or  where  persons  have  advanced  money  to  trustees  for  that  pur- 
pose: Clack  V.  Holland,  19  Beav.  262;  Todd  v.  Moorehouse^ 
L.  R.,  19  Eq.  69.  William  Colebrookk, 
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RECENT  AM  ERICAN  DECISIONS. 

Supreme  Court  of  Massachtisetts. 
HINCKLEY  ».  GERMANIA  FIRE  INSURANCE  CO. 

The  temporary  illegal  nse,  withont  a  license,  of  property  insured,  if  ancoDtem- 
plated  at  the  time  of  taking  ont  the  policy,  would  not  of  itself,  and  as  a  nutter  of 
law,  render  the  policy  roid  during  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  time  which  it  wis  to 
run.  It  would  simply  vitiate  the  policy  during  the  time  of  the  illegal  use,  and  when 
such  illegal  use  stopped,  the  policy  would  rcTire. 

It  is  not  the  necessary  meaning  of  the  word  **  roid,"  as  used  in  policies  of  insar- 
ancc,  that  it  shall,  under  all  circumstances,  imply  an  absolute  and  permanent  aToid- 
ancc  of  a  policy  which  had  once  begun  to  mn.  The  meaning  of  the  word  is 
sufficiently  satisfied  by  reading  it  as  roid  or  inoperatiTe  for  the  time  being.' 

"Where  a  license  is  granted  to  two  persons  under  Pub.  St.  c.  102,  s.  Ill,  to  keep 
a  billiard  or  pool  table,  or  a  bowling-alley,  for  hire,  it  is  available  to  each  of  them. 

This  was  an  action  of  contract  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  against 
fire  upon  a  pool  table  and  other  saloon  fixtures.  At  the  trial  in  the 
Superior  Court  a  verdict  was  ordered  for  the  defendant,  and  the  case 
reported  for  the  consideration  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

J,  M.  ^  r.  C.  Day,  for  plaintiff. 

3/.  «f  C.  A.  Williams,  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

C.  Allen,  J. — The  report  does  not  state  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  ruling  rested,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 
The  defendants,  in  their  brief,  rely  on  various  objections,  which  we 
have  considered. 

In  the  first  place,  the  defendants  suggest  that  there  is  certainly 
great  doubt  whether  the  license  under  which  the  plaintiff  was  doing 
business  on  the  day  when  the  policy  was  dated  and  delivered  was 
of  any  validity,  since  this  license  ran  to  both  brothers,  Edwin  and 
Herbert,  though  Herbert  had  ceased  to  have  any  interest  in  the 
place  before  the  license  was  dated  and  issued.  No  authority  is  cited 
or  reason  assigned  for  so  strict  a  construction,  and  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  a  license  duly  granted  to  two  persons,  under  Public  Stat- 
utes c.  102,  8.  Ill,  to  keep  a  billiard  or  pool  table,  or  a  bowling 
alley,  for  hire,  is  available  to  each  of  them.  This  is  not  like  a  case 
where  two  persons  seek  to  avail  themselves  of  a  license  granted  to 
only  one  of  them. 

It  is  then  urged  that,  after  the  license  had  expired,  the  plaintiff 
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kept  the  insured  property,  in  violation  of  law,  from  May  Ist  1888, 
till  the  last  week  in  June  1883.  The  policy  was  dated  March  15th 
1883,  and  the  license  then  existing,  expired  May  Ist  1883.  The 
fire  occurred  on  August  6th  1883,  and  it  was  conceded  that  there 
was  no  illegal  use  of  the  property  after  the  last  week  of  the  preced- 
ing June,  at  which  time  the  plaintiff  ascertained  that  his  license 
would  not  be  renewed.  The  defendants  rest  their  objection  on  two 
grounds :  Firaty  that  the  illegality  and  criminality  of  the  plaintiff's 
act  in  respect  to  the  injured  property,  vitiates  the  policy  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  independently  of  any  express  provisions  contained  in 
the  policy ;  and,  secondly y  that  under  a  provision  of  the  policy  the 
right  to  recover  was  taken  awa]^  The  authorities  cited  in  support 
of  the  first  proposition  do  not  support  it.  In  Kelly  v.  Home  Ins, 
Co. J  97  Mass.  288,  the  policy  was  on  intoxicating  liquors,  which  at 
the  time  of  the  insurance,  and  thereafter  to  the  time  of  the  loss, 
were  intended  for  sale  in  violation  of  law.  The  policy  never  at- 
tached. There  was  never  a  moment  when  the  liquors  were  not 
illegally  kept,  and  all  that  the  case  decides  is  that  goods  so  kept 
at  the  time  when  the  policy  issued,  or  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  can- 
not be  the  subject  of  a  valid  insurance.  In  Johnson  v.  Union  Ins. 
Oo.y  127  Mass.  555,  the  facts  were  similar.  The  policy  was  on 
billiard  table,  balls,  cues,  &c.,  kept  without  a  license  at  the  time  the 
policy  was  issued,  as  well  as  at  the  time  of  the  loss.  The  ground 
of  the  decision  in  both  of  the  above  cases  is  stated  to  be  "  that  the 
object  of  the  assured  in  obtaining  the  policy  was  to  make  their  il- 
legal business  safe  and  profitable ;  and  that  the  direct  and  immediate 
purpose  of  the  contract  of  insurance  being  to  protect  and  encourage 
an  unlawful  traflSc,  the  contract  was  illegal  and  void,  and  the  policy 
never  attached.*'  The  same  facts  existed  in  Lawrence  v.  National 
Ins.  Co,,  127  Mass.  557.  In  Cunard  v.  Hyde,  2  El.  k  El.  1,  the 
cargo  which  was  the  subject  of  insurance  was  partly  loaded  on  deck 
in  violation  of  law,  and  while  in  that  condition  was  totally  lost. 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  had  a  license  at  the  time  when 
the  policy  issued,  and  the  policy,  therefore,  was  valid  when  obtained. 
If  it  be  assumed  without  discussion  that  the  policy  would  cease  to 
be  operative  during  the  time  when  the  property  was  kept  in  use 
without  a  license,  the  question  remains  whether  such  temporary 
illegal  use  of  the  property  has  the^ffect  to  avoid  the  policy  altogether 
or  merely  to  suspend  it  during  the  continuance  of  such  illegal  use. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show  that  it  was  proved,  as  a  mat- 
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ter  of  fact,  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  taking  out  the  policy, 
intended  to  make  it  cover  any  illegal  use  of  the  property.  He  may 
have  expected  to  get  his  license  renewed ;  or,  failing  in  that,  he 
may  have  intended  to  close  the  place  where  the  property  was  used, 
as,  according  to  his  own  testimony,  in  point  of  &ct  he  did.  Under 
this  state  of  facts,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  temporary  use  of  the 
property  without  a  license,  if  uncontemplated  at  the  time  of  taking 
out  the  policy,  would  not  of  itself,  and  as  a  matter  of  law,  render 
the  policy  void  during  the  whole  of  the  rest  of  the  time  which  it 
was  to  run.  If  there  were  any  special  or  peculiar  reasons  why 
such  absolute  invalidity  should  be  declared,  they  should  he  made 
to  appear.  In  the  absence  of  such  reasons,  such  temporary  and 
uncontemplated  illegal  use  of  the  property  should  not  be  visited 
with  so  severe  a  penalty  as  the  absolute  avoidance  of  the  policy. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendants  were  or  would  be  in  any  way 
injuriously  affected  thereby  after  such  illegal  use  had  ceased.  They 
have  the  benefit  of  the  temporary  suspension  of  the  risk,  without 
any  rebate  of  the  premium.  There  is  no  hardship  to  the  defend- 
ants in  requiring  them  to  show  an  actual  injury,  or  else  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  clause  in  the  policy  giving  them  a  right  to  cancel 
it  upon  notice,  and  a  return  of  a  ratable  proportion  of  the  premium. 
There  is  no  rule  of  law  preventing  the  revival  of  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance after  a  temporary  suspension.  The  doctrine  that  the  risk 
may  be  suspended,  and  again  revive,  without  an  express  provision 
for  the  purpose,  seems  to  be  within  the  strictest  judicial  principles 
1  Phil.  Ins.  §  975.  Accordingly,  temporary  unseaworthiness,  if 
the  ship  has  become  seaworthy  again,  will  not  defeat  the  policy :  1 
Phil.  Ins.  §  730.  So  as  to  other  stipulations ;  as,  e.  that  of 
neutral  character  and  conduct :  Id.  §  975.  And  in  Worthingtan  v. 
Bearse,  12  Allen  382,  it  was  held,  on  great  consideration  by  this 
court,  that  if  the  assured  in  a  marine  policy  temporarily  parts  with 
his  interest  in  the  property  insured,  and  afterwards  buys  it  in  again, 
the  policy  will  revive,  if  there  are  no  express  provisions  making  it 
void,  and  there  is  no  increase  of  risk.  As  between  the  insurer  and 
the  assured,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  former  should  be  allowed 
to  avail  himself  of  a  temporary  illegal  use  like  that  which  existed 
in  the  present  case,  unless  it  can  also  be  shown  that  the  subsequent 
risk  was  thereby  increased,  or  the  position  of  the  insurer  otherwise 
injuriously  affected.  And  as  a  matter  of  general  policy,  it  does  not 
seem  reasonable  to  impose  upon  the  assured  so  severe  a  consequence 
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as  the  forfeiture  of  his  policy,  in  addition  to  the  penalty  of  $100, 
ivhich  the  legislature  have  considered  adequate  as  the  maximum 
punishment  for  his  offence  against  the  public :  Pub.  Stat.  c.  102, 
8.  111. 

It  is  further  contended  by  the  defendants  that,  however  it  might 
be  under  the  general  rule  of  law,  the  policy  contained  a  provision 
making  it  void.  In  the  standard  form  of  policy  established  by  the 
legislature,  which  was  used  in  the  present  case,  the  matters  avoid- 
ing a  policy  are  enumerated.  Omitting  matters  not  here  material, 
the  provision  is :  *'  This  policy  shall  be  void  *  *  *  if  the  insured 
shall  make  any  attempt  to  defraud  the  company  either  before  or 
after  the  loss ;  or  if  gunpowder  or  other  articles  subject  to  legal 
restrictions  shall  be  kept  in  quantities  or  manner  different  from 
those  allowed  or  prescribed  by  law  ;  or  if  camphene,  benzine,  naph- 
tha, or  other  chemical  oil,  or  burning  fluids  shall  be  kept  or  used 
by  the  insured  on  the  premises  insured,  except  that  what  is  known 
as  refined  petroleum,  kerosene  or  coal  oil  may  be  used  for  light- 
ing." In  this  Commonwealth,  under  the  statutes  for  the  regulation 
of  trade,  and  providing  for  licenses  and  municipal  regulations  of 
police,  there  are  a  great  many  articles  which,  in  a  certain  sense, 
may  be  said  to  be  "  subject  to  legal  restriction."  Dogs,  fish,  nails, 
commercial  fertilizers,  hacks  and  horses,  in  cities,  may  be  referred 
to  as  examples.  It  may  well  be  questioned  whether,  under  the 
maxim  noscitur  a  seciis,  the  clause  in  the  policy  above  quoted  ought 
not  to  be  limited  in  its  application  to  other  articles  of  a  character 
similar  to  gunpowder,  the  keeping  of  which  may  have  a  natural 
tendency  to  increase  the  risk.  It  would  be  rather  a  strained  con- 
struction of  this  clause  to  hold  that  a  policy  should  be  void  because 
an  unlicensed  dog  was  kept  upon  the  premises ;  and  yet  such  a  dog, 
being  subject  to  legal  restriction,  would  be  kept  in  a  manner  differ- 
ent from  that  allowed  by  law.  It  would  not  be  sensible  to  give 
to  these  words  the  broadest  construction  of  which  they  are  sus- 
ceptible. 

But,  irrespectively  of  this  consideration,  it  is  not  the  necessary 
meaning  of  the  word  "void,"  as  used  in  policies  of  insurance,  that 
it  shall  under  all  circumstances  imply  an  absolute  and  permanent 
avoidance  of  a  policy  which  had  once  begun  to  run ;  but  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  is  sufficiently  satisfied  by  reading  it  as  void  or 
inoperative  for  the  time  being.    In  Phil.  Ins.  §  975,  it  is  said : 

After  it  (z.  e.,  the  policy)  has  begun,  so  that  the  premium  is  be* 
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come  due,  it  surely  is  but  equitable  that  a  temporary  non-compli- 
ance should  have  effect  only  during  its  continuance.  To  carry  it 
further  is  to  inflict  a  penalty  on  the  assured,  and  decree  a  gratuity 
to  the  insurer,  who  is  thus  permitted  to  retain  the  whole  premium 
when  he  has  merited  but  part  of  it.  A  forfeiture  certainly  ought 
not  to  be  extended  beyond  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  incurred. 
*  *  *  And  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  good  reason  why,  in 
the  absence  of  all  fraud  and  all  prejudice  to  the  underwriter,  the 
same  doctrine  should  not  be  applicable  to  express  conditions  in  the 
nature  of  warranties  or  conditions,  unless  by  the  circumstances,  or 
the  express  provisions  of  the  policy,  such  application  is  excluded." 
In  accordance  with  this  doctrine,  a  provision  in  a  policy  that  it 
should  be  void,  and  be  surrendered  to  the  directors  of  the  company 
to  be  cancelled,  in  case  of  alienation  of  the  property  by  sale  or 
otherwise,  was  held  to  be  inoperative  for  the  time  being;  and  the 
assured,  upon  acquiring^title  after  a  sale  of  the  property  by  him, 
was  held  entitled  to  recover :  Lane  v.  Maine  Ins,  Co.,  12  Me.  44. 
So  where  a  policy  provided  that  "  in  case  of  any  transfer  or  termi- 
nation of  the  interest  of  the  assured,  either  by  sale  or  otherwise, 
without  such  consent  (i.  of  the  company),  this  policy  shall  from 
thenceforth  be  void  and  of  no  effect,"  it  was  held  that  after  such 
sale  the  policy  revived  upon  the  assured  acquiring  again  the  title, 
and  holding  it  at  the  time  of  the  fire :  Power  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co,y 
19  La.  28. 

The  same  rule  of  construction  has  been  applied  to  provisions 
against  other  insurance  :  Obermeyer  v. Globe  Ins.Co.,  43  Mo.  573; 
New  England  Fire  ^  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schettler,  38  111.  166; 
Mitchell  V.  Lycoming  Ins,  Co.,  51  Penn.  St.  402.  The  court  in 
Illinois  has  gone  so  far  as  to  apply  it  also  to  a  provision  against  an 
increase  of  risk,  which  ceased  before  the  loss  :  Schmidt  v.  Peoria 
Ins,  Co,,  41  111.  295;  Ins,  Co,  of  North  America  v.  McDowell, 
50  Id.  120,  129.  Without  at  present  going  beyond  what  is  called 
for  by  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that, 
assuming  the  temporary  use  of  the  property  insured,  without  a 
license,  to  come  within  the  prohibition  of  the  policy  in  the  clause 
above  quoted  as  to  gunpowder  or  other  articles  subject  to  legal 
restriction,  yet  that  clause  is  not  to  receive  such  a  construction 
as  to  prevent  the  policy  from  reviving  after  such  temporary  use 
has  ceased. 

The  only  remaining  objection  urged  by  the  defendant  is  that  the 


HINCKLEY  p.  GERMANIA  FIRE  INS.  CO. 


775 


statements  of  loss  rendered  to  them  by  the  plaintiflf  were  insufficient, 
in  failing  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  legal  title  to  the  injured 
property,  and  that  the  Spurrs  had  an  interest  in  it.  But  there  is 
no  finding  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  owner 
of  the  property,  and  upon  the  report  of  the  case  we  cannot  say, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  it  appears  that  he  was  not  such  owner : 
Bailey  v.  Hervey^  185  Mass.  172;  McCarty  y,  RenderBon^  138 
Id.  310.  Moreover,  no  attempt  to  defraud  the  defendants  being 
proved  or  charged,  the  provision  of  the  policy  that  a  statement 
shall  be  rendered  setting  forth  the  interest  of  the  insured  therein 
was  suflSciently  complied  with.  There  was  no  provision  calling  for 
an  exact  statement  of  his  title  or  interest  in  detail,  and  a  general 
statement  of  ownership  was  suflScient:  Fowle  v.  Springfield  Ins. 
Co.,  122  Mass.  191. 


This  case  presents  an  interesting  qnes- 
tion :  WiU  the  iUegal  nsc  of  property  on 
premil^s  insured,  avoid  a  policy  of  insar- 
nnce  thereon  f 

Questions  of  this  kind  have  most  com- 
monly arisen  with  reference  to  marine  in- 
surance. The  general  rule  of  law  un- 
doubtedly is,  as  stated  by  Judge  Story, 
that  evefy  contract  made  for  or  about  a 
matter  or  thing  which  is  prohibited,  and 
made  unlawful  by  statute,  is  a  void  con- 
tract, although  the  statute  docs  not  men- 
tion that  it  shall  be  so,  but  only  inflicts  a 
penalty  on  the  oflfendcr,  because  a  penalty 
implies  a  prohibition  :  Clark  v.  Pi'otection 
Ins.  Co.,  1  Story  122.  See  also  Bart- 
lett  V.  Vinor,  Carlton  R.  252  :  DeBegnis 
V.  Armisteadf  10  Bing.  107. 

Accordingly  it  has  been  decided  where 
the  insurance  was  on  goods,  a  part  of 
which  were  by  law  prohibited  from  ex- 
portation, and  the  voyage  as  to  such  goods 
was  illegal  in  its  origin,  that  therefore 
the  whole  policy  was  void :  Ihrkin  y. 
Dick,  2  Camp.  2*21  ;  11  East  502  ;  Mar- 
yatt  V.  Wilson,  8  Term  R.  31  ;  Bird  v. 
Pigouj  2  Selwyn  N.  P.  991-  See  also. 
Law  T.  Goddard,  12  Mass.  112  ;  Breed 
Eaton,  10  Id.  21.  But  while  this 
principle  was  conceded  in  Richardson  v. 
Maine  F.  ^  M,  Ins,  Co.,  6  Mass.  102  ; 


New  trial  granted. 

it  was  intimated  that  insurance  was  not 
void  on  a  voyage  prohibited  by  the  trade 
laws  of  a  foreign  state,  nor  on  goods 
contraband  of  war  against  capture  and 
condemnation  on  that  account,  if  in  either 
case  the  facts  are  known  to  the  under- 
writer, and  the  risks  are  not  excepted  in 
the  policy  ;  and  in  cither  of  the  two  lat- 
ter cases  if  the  policy  is  void  as  to  those 
particular  risks,  it  is  still  good  against 
other  risks  within  it.  Still  another  line 
of  cases  hold  that  if  the  voyage  as  origi- 
nally insured  was  valid,  any  subsequent 
iUegality  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  will 
not  affect  the  policy,  so  far  as  concerns 
losses  on  property  not  tainted  by  such 
illegality,  although  connected  with  the 
r^s  gesta:  Butler  v.  Allnntt,  1  Starkie 
222  ;  Keir  v.  Andrade,  6  Taunt.  498 ; 
Sewell  V.  Roy.  Ex.  Ins,  Co.,  4  Id.  855  ; 
Ocean  Ins.  Co.  v.  PbUeys,  13  Pet.  157. 
Where  a  ship  was  insured  on  a  voyage 
to  Liverpool,  and  took  on  board  in  the 
port  of  New  Orleans,  a  chain  cable,  smug- 
gled by  another  vessel,  and  was  lost  on 
the  voyage  to  Liverpool  by  perils  of  the 
sea,  the  underwriters  were  held  liable  for 
a  total  loss  on  the  policy,  and  it  was  held 
also  that  the  insurance  on  the  chain  cable 
was  good,  the  title  being  in  the  owner  of 
the  vessel,  and  the  illegality  not  attaching 
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to  the  voyage  on  whidi  it  was  used  : 
Clarke  v.  Protection  Ins,  Co.,  1  Story 

.  no. 

Coming  to  contracts  to  insure  property 
on  land,  we  find  that  they  may  be  tainted 
with  illegality  and  avoided.  Thus  it  has 
been  decided  that  a  contract  of  insurance 
made  on  Sunday,  and  not  snbseqaently 
ratified  is  void :  BelUr  v.  Crawford^  37 
Ind.  279.  It  has  not  been  unusnal  to  in- 
sert in  policies  of  insnrance,  a  proviso 
that  the  insurance  should  he  void  if  the 
building  or  property  should  be  used  for 
any  unlawful  purpose.  Such  a  proviso 
is  valid  and  will  be  enforced.  The  pol- 
icy will  be  vitiated,  for  example,  by  a 
tenant's  use  of  the  building  for  an  unlaw- 
ful purpose,  even  if  without  the  owners* 
knowledge :  Kelly  v.  Worcester  F,  /.  Co., 
.  97  Mass.  885.  And  the  ni«e  of  a  building 
for  storing  whiskey  with  intent  to  sell  the 
same  therein,  and  the  sale  of  the  same 
there  from  time  to  time,  by  retail,  with- 
out a  license  is  a  use  of  the  building  for 
an  unlawful  purpose  within  the  meaning 
of  such  a  proviso  as  above  mentioned : 
Kelly  V.  Worcester  M,  F.  L  Co,,  97 
Mass.  284  ;  Johnson  v.  Union  M,  ^  F, 
I.  Co,,  127  Id.  555  ;  Lawrence  v.  Na- 
tional F.  I,  Co,,  Id.  557.  In  the  Kelly 
case  there  appears  to  have  been  a  proviso 
in  the  policy,  prohibiting  the  unlawful 
use.  Such  a  provision,  however,  does  not 
appear  in  the  reports  of  the  Johnson  and 
Lawrence  cases,  and  in  the  Johnson  case 
it  is  explicitly  said,  speaking  of  the  Kelly 
decision,  that  the  grounds  on  which 
that  decision  was  placed,  were  that  the 
object  of  the  assured  in  obtaining  the 
policy  was  to  make  their  illegal  business 
safe  and  profitable,  and  that  the  direct 
and  immediate  purpose  of  the  contract 
of  insurance  being  to  protect  and  encour- 
age an  unlawful  traffic,  the  policy  was 
illegal  and  void,  and  the  policy  never 
attached.'' 

In  Niagara  F,  L  Co,  v.  DeGraff,  12 
Mich.  124,  it  is  decided  that  spirituous 
liquors  kept  illegally  for  sale,  may  not- 
withstanding, be  lawfully  insured  against 


destruction  by  fire,  and  that  the  risks  in- 
sured against  are  not  the  consequences 
of  illegal  acts,  but  accidents.  The  court, 
Justice  Campbbll,  said  :  '*It  was  claimed 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  that 
if  these  liquors  can  be  allowed  to  be  in- 
cluded in  a  policy,  the  policy  will  be  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  insuring  an  ille- 
gal traffic  ;  and  several  cases  were  cited 
involving  marine  policies  on  unlawful 
voyages,  and  lottery  insurances,  which 
have  been  held  void  on  that  ground. 
These  cases  are  not  at  all  parallel,  because 
they  rest  upon  tlie  fact,  that  in  each  in- 
stance it  is  made  a  necessary  condition  of 
the  policy  that  the  illegal  act  shall  be  done. 
The  ship  being  insured  for  a  certain 
voyage  that  voyage  is  the  only  one  upon 
which  tlie  insurance  would  apply,  and  the 
underwriters  become  thus  directly  a  party 
to  an  illegal  act.  So  insuring  a  lottery- 
ticket  requires  the  lottery  to  be  drawn  in 
order  to  attach  the  insurance  to  the  risk. 
If  the  policy  were  in  express  terms  a 
policy  insuring  the  party  selling  liquors 
against  loss  by  fine  or  forfeiture,  it  would 
be  quite  analogous.  But  this  insurance 
attaches  only  to  property,  and  the  risks 
insured  against  are,  not  the  consequences  . 
of  illegal  acts  but  of  accident.  Our 
statute  does  not  in  any  way  destroy  or 
afl^ect  the  right  of  property  in  spirituous 
liquors  or  prevent  title  being  transmitted 
but  renders  sales  unprofitable  by  pre- 
venting the  vendor  from  availing  himself 
of  the  ordinary  advantages  of  a  sale,  and 
also  affixes  certain  penalties  :  Hibbard  v. 
People,  4  Mich.  125  ;  Bagg  v.  Jerome,  7 
Id.  145.  If  the  owner  sees  fit  to  retain 
his  property  without  selling  it,  or  to  trans- 
mit it  into  another  state  or  country,  he 
can  do  so.  By  insuring  his  property  the 
insurance  company  have  no  concern  with 
the  use  he  may  make  of  it,  and  as  it  is 
susceptible  of  lawful  uses,  no  one  can  be 
held  to  contract  concerning  it  in  an  ille- 
gal manner,  unless  the  contract  itself  is 
for  directly  illegal  purposes.  Collateral 
contracts,  in  which  no  illegal  design  en- 
ters, are  not  affected  by  an  illegal  trans- 
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action  with  which  they  may  be  remotely 
connected.  In  the  case  of  The  Ocean 
2ns.  Co.  V.  PolleySj  13  Pet.  157,  an  insur- 
ance npon  a  ship  known  by  the  insurance 
company  to  be  liable  to  forfeiture  under 
the  registry  laws  of  the  United  States, 
was  held  valid,  and  a  recovery  was 
permitted  for  a  loss  while  sailing  un- 
der papers  known  to  be  illegal.  The 
case  of  Armstrong  r,  Toler^  1 1  Wheat. 
258,  is  still  stronger.  It  is  difficult  to 
perceive  how  public  policy  can  be  vio- 
lated by  an  insurance  of  any  kind  of 
property  recognised  by  law  to  exist.** 

In  Carriycm  v,  Lycoming  F.  Ins.  Co., 
10  Ins.  Law.  Jour.  606,  it  is  decided 
that  the  illegal  sale  of  liquors,  where 
such  sale  is  but  a  subordinate  part  of 
the  legitimate  business  of  a  druggist, 
does  not  vitiate  the  policy  on  his  stock 
including  such  liquors.  The  court  in 
this  case  took  the  position  that  a  con- 
tract directly  insuring  liquors  intended 
for  illegal  sale  would  be  void,  but  that 
if  the  contract  is  collateral  and  inde- 
pendent, though  in  some  measure  con- 
nected with  acts  done  in  violation  of 
law,  it  is  not  void. 

In  Jones  v.  Hreman^s  F.  Ins.  Co.,  2 
Daly  307,  the  defendants  issned  a  policy 


of  insurance  upon  plaintifTs  stock  of 
fireworks — hazardou!i  and  extra-hazard- 
ous," providing,  however,  "that  the 
policy  shall  be  null  and  void  whenever 
any  article  shall  be  kept  in  quantities 
greater  than  the  law  allows,  or  in  a 
manner  different  from  that  prescribed  by 
law,  unless  said  use  or  keeping  is  spe- 
cially provided  for  in  this  policy.'*  The 
plaintiff  kept  some  dangerous  colored 
lights,*'  contrary  to  a  city  ordinance, 
which  colored  lights'*  ignited  and 
caused  the  loss :  Held,  that  tlie  written 
provision  insuring  th|  fireworks,  &c., 
was  not  repugnant  to  or  a  waiver  of 
the  printed  part,  the  meaning  being  that 
the  plaintiff  mi^ht  keep  only  such  fire- 
works as  it  was  lawful  to  keep  under 
the  municipal  regulations,  and  he  hav- 
ing violated  the  regnlation  in  keeping 
the  colored  lights  that  caused  the  fire,  he 
could  nor  recover. 

But  in  Boardman  v.  Merrimack  F.  Ins. 
Co,,  8  Cush.  583,  it  was  decided  that 
the  drawing  of  a  lottery  with  the  consent 
and  participation  of  the  assured  in  a 
building  insured  against  loss  by  fire,  as 
''a  shoe  manufactoiy,**  does  not  avoid 
the  policy  on  the  building,  nor  on  the 
stock  therein. 

AdELBERT  HxMILTOIf. 


Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  Maryland. 
LOUIS  DE  BIAN  v.  CARLOS  GOLA. 
A  ( onsul  signing  a  note  as  consul  is  individually  liable  thereupon. 
The  consular  seal  does  not  make  the  note  a  single  bill. 

Appeal  from  the  overruling  of  a  motion  to  quash  aji  attachment 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit  founded  on  promissory  notes  in  the  fol- 
lowing form  2 

Royal  Consular  Agency  op  Italy, 

Baltimore,  2d  June  1882. 
Received  from  Charles  Gola,  Esq.,  for  the  use  of  this  Vice- Con- 
sulate of  Italy,  91500,  to  be  returned  within  ninety  days,  with  the 
usual  interest  and  commissions. 

[Seal  marked.]  E.  De  Merolla. 

Royal  Consular  Agency  of  Italy. 

Vol.  XXXin.— 98 
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Another  attaching  creditor  moved  to  quash  on  the  grounds,  inter 
alia,  that  the  instruments  were  under  seal  and  were  given  by  De 
Merolla  only  in  his  representative  capacity  as  vice-consul.  The 
court  below  refused  the  motion  to  quash,  and  the  present  appeal 
was  taken. 

TT.  S.  Bryariy  Jr.,  and  M.  R.  Walter^  for  appellants. 
Charles  Poe^  for  appellee. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Yellott,  J.  (after  disposing  of  some  minor  questions  of  prac- 
tice.)— There^s  nothing  whatever  on  the  face  of  these  notes  to  show 
that  Merolla  intended  to  make  them  sealed  instruments  in  the  legal 
acceptation  of  that  term,  or  that  Gola  received  them  as  such.  It 
is  apparent  that  Merolla  borrowed  these  several  sums  from  Gola  at 
a  short  date,  and  that  he,  Merolla,  promised  to  return  them,  and 
that  Gola  looked  to  him  for  the  money.  The  seal  impressed  upon 
the  paper  was  not  De  Merolla's  seal,  but  the  seal  of  the  Vice-Con- 
sulate of  Italy,  at  Baltimore.  He  may  have  thought  it  added  to 
the  respectability  of  the  transaction  to  impress  his  oflScial  seal  on 
the  paper,  and  even  in  one  case  to  prefix  his  title  of  "  Vice-Consul 
of  Italy"  to  his  name,  but  the  papers  themselves  only  amount  to  an 
acknowledgment  that  he,  Merolla,  had  borrowed  these  sums  of 
money  and  would  return  them.  What  "  use"  he  put  the  money  so 
borrowed  to  is  and  was  entirely  immaterial  to  the  lender,  and  does 
not  affect  the  contract.  There  are  many  "uses"  that  De  Merolla  could 
have  borrowed  this  money  for  besides  for  the  use  of  the  "  Vice-Consul- 
ate of  Italy,  "but  none  ofsuch"  uses"  could  affect  the  contract  between 
Golu  and  himself,  whether  expressed  in  the  receipt  or  not.  The 
theory  that  these  notes  or  receipts  are  obligations  resting  upon  the 
Vice- Consulate  of  Italy  at  Baltimore,  and  to  be  assumed  and  paid 
by  De  MeroUa's  successor  in  office,  or  to  put  the  matter  plainly, 
that  the  Italian  government,  for  that  is  what  such  a  theory  would 
mean,  would  issue  bonds  or  pay  for  all  money  borrowed  by  a  vice- 
consul  does  not  deserve  any  serious  consideration. 

We  think  the  judgment  should  bo  affirmed. 

Ritchie,  J.,  dissenting  (after  alluding  to  the  minor  points  of 
practice). — The  short-note  declares  upon  the  evidences  of  debt  as 
filed  in  assumpsit,  and  alleges  the  personal  liability  of  De  Merolla. 
It  is  contended  by  appellants  that  the  obligations  were  given  by  De 
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Merolla  only  in  his  representative  character  as  consul,  and  that  the 
appellee  must  resort  for  their  payment  to  the  vice-consulate,  or,  in 
effect,  to  the  Italian  government  alone;  and,  further,  that  the  con- 
tracts are  under  seal,  and  must  be  declared  on  as  specialties.  This 
attachment  does  not  proceed  upon  fraud,  practised  by  De  Merolla 
in  procuring  the  money  lent  on  the  notes,  but  on  the  notes  them- 
selves as  produced.  There  must  be  an  agreement  between  the 
cause  of  action  as  set  out  in  the  affidavit  and  vouchers,  and  the  aver- 
ments of  the  short-note  or  declaration ;  otherwise  the  attachment 
will  not  be  supported;  Browning  v.  PaBguny^  35  Md.  204;  Del* 
lone  v.  Hull,  47  Id.  42. 

If  it  be  apparent  from  the  face  of  the  instruments  that  the  debt 
was  not  contracted  by  De  Merolla  individually,  but  was  on  behalf 
of  his  government  alone,  the  variance  will  be  fatal,  without  refer- 
ence to  whether  the  instruments  are  sealed  or  not. 

It  is  well  established  that  the  rules  relating  to  private  agents 
and  their  principals  are  not  applicable  to  public  officers.  Story 
in  his  work  on  Agency,  sect.  303,  having  previously  discussed  the 
general  law  of  agency,  including  that  relating  to  agents  or  factors 
of  foreign  principals,  says :  Hitherto  we  have  been  considering 
the  personal  liability  of  agents  on  contracts  with  third  parties  in 
cases  of  mere  private  agency.  But  a  very  different  rule  prevails 
in  general  in  regard  to  public  agents;  for  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  things  an  agent,  contracting  in  bebalf  of  the  government  or  of 
the  public,  is  not  personally  bound  by  such  a  contract,  even  though 
he  would  be  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  were  the  agency  one  of  a 
private  nature.  The  reason  of  the  distinction  is  that  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  the  public  agent  means  to  bind  himself  personally 
in  acting  as  a  functionary  of  the  government,  or  that  the  party 
dealing  with  him  in  his  public  character  means  to  rely  on  his  indi- 
vidual responsibility.  On  the  contrary,  the  natural  presumption 
in  such  cases  is  that  the  contract  was  made  on  the  credit  and  respon- 
sibility of  the  government  itself  as  possessing  an  entire  ability  to 
fulfil  all  its  contracts  far  beyond  that  of  any  private  man ;  and  that 
it  is  ready  to  fulfil  them  not  only  with  good  faith,  but  with  punc- 
tilious promptitude  and  in  a  spirit  of  liberal  courtesy.  Great 
public  inconvenience  would  result  from  a  different  doctrine,  consid- 
ering the  various  public  functionaries  the  government  musi  employ 
in  order  to  transact  its  ordinary  business  and  operations  ;  and  many 
persons  would  be  deterred  from  accepting  important  offices  of  trust 
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under  the  government  if  they  were  held  personally  liable  upon  all 
their  official  contracts."  And  in  the  following  section  adds :  "  This 
principle  not  only  applies  to  simple  contracts,  both  parol  and  written, 
but  also  to  instruments  under  seal  which  are  executed  by  agents  of 
the  government  in  their  own  names  and  purporting  to  be  made  by 
them  on  behalf  of  the  government ;  for  the  like  presumption  pre- 
vails in  such  cases  that  the  parties  contract,  not  personally,  but 
merely  officially  within  the  sphere  of  their  appropriate  duties/' 
Cited  in  the  margin,  among  others,  are  the  leading  cases  on  this 
subject  of  Hodgson  v.  Dexter,  1  Cranch  345 ;  Macheath  v.  Holdi- 
menty  17  Conn.  172;  Unvin  v.  WoUely,  Id.  674. 

Kent,  in  his  Commentaries,  Vol.  XL,  sec.  633,  affirms  the  same 
doctrine,  as  indeed  do  all  the  text  books,  and  adds :  But  the  agent, 
in  behalf  of  the  public,  may  still  bind  himself  by  an  express 
engagement,  and  the  distinction  terminates  in  a  question  of  evidence. 
The  inquiry  in  all  cases  is,  to  whom  was  the  credit  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  parties  intended  to  be  given  ?" 

This  question,  where  the  contract  is  in  writing,  must  be  primarily 
determined  by  recourse  to  the  instrument  itself. 

BiGELOW,  C.  J.,  in  Bray  v.  Kettell  et  ah,  1  Allen  83,  in  con- 
struing the  contract  of  an  agent  for  a  foreign  principal,  thus  suc- 
cinctly announces  the  doctrine  to  be :  But  even  in  such  a  case  the 
fact  that  the  principal  is  resident  in  a  foreign  country  is  only  one 
circumstance  entering  into  the  question  of  credit,  and  is  liable  to 
be  controlled  by  other  facts,  so  in  the  case  of  a  written  contract ; 
it  depends  on  the  intention  of  the  parties.  But  this,  as  in  all  other 
cases  of  written  instruments,  must  be  determined  mainly  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract.  There  may  be  cases  where  the  language  of 
the  contract  is  ambiguous,  and  it  is  doubtful  to  whom  the  parties 
intended  to  give  credit,  in  which  the  circumstance  that  the  princi- 
pal is  resident  abroad  may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determin- 
ing the  question  of  the  liability  of  the  agent.  But  when  the  terms 
of  the  contract  are  clear  and  unambiguous,  it  must  be  deemed  the 
final  repository  of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  its  construction 
and  legal  effect  cannot  be  varied  or  changed  by  reference  to  facts 
or  circumstances  affecting  the  convenience  of  the  parties  or  the 
reasonableness  of  the  contract  into  which  they  have  entered." 

Upon  an  examination  of  the  evidences  of  debt  produced  in  this 
case,  it  seems  clear  beyond  question  that  De  Merolla  executed 
them,  not  in  his  individual  or  private,  but  in  his  consular  or  official 


DE  BIAN  9.  GOLA. 


781 


capacity.  They  are  dated  at  the  consulate  office,  the  sum  borrowed 
is  explicitly  stated  to  be  "for  the  use  of  this  Vice-Consulate  of 
Italy/*  not  his  own  use,  and  the  obligation  to  repay  the  money  is 
not  expressed  in  the  usual  form  of  a  personal  undertaking.  "  I 
promise  to  pay,'*  but  the  terms  employed  are,  to  be  returned,"  &c. 
Superadded  to  all  this  there  is  attached,  not  his  private  seal,  but 
the  public  seal  or  stamp  of  the  Vice- Consulate  itself.  This  seal 
could  perform  no  private  office,  but  can  be  explained  only  as  an 
attestation  to  an  instrument  of  a  public  nature;  whether  to  give  it 
the  legal  character  of  a  specialty  or  furnish  evidence  of  its  genuine- 
ness is  immaterial. 

Many  good  reasons  suggest  themselves  why  the  lender  of  the 
money  would  have  preferred  to  give  credit  to  the  Vice-Consulate 
or  the  government  of  Italy,  instead  of  accepting,  without  security, 
the  merely  personal  obligation  of  De  Merolla;  and  it  is  the  only 
reasonable  and  natural  construction  of  the  terms  of  the  instruments 
that  such  was  their  intention  and  effect. 


I.  Private  Agents. — It  is  a  general  rule 
that  one  who  signs  liis  name  to  a  con- 
tract, no  matter  what  other  words  he 
adds,  enters  into  a  personal  contract  on 
which  he  may  personally  sue  and  be  sued. 
The  ndded  words,  such  as  **  presi- 
dent," "committee,"  ** trustee,"  "di- 
rector," &c.,  have  no  legal  significance; 
their  omission  constitutes  no  variance, 
and  they  in  no  way  affect  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  the  contracting  parties. 
Thus,  a  note  signed  **  S.  J.  Tilden, 
Vestryman,  Grace  Church,"  is  S.  J.  Til- 
den's  personal  note  :  Tilden  v.  Barnard ^ 
43  Mich.  376,  38  Am.  Rep.  197.  And  we 
find  the  same  decided  of  added  words, 
such  as  **  president  and  directors  of  A. 
Railroad  Pack  v.  White,  78  Ky.  243  ; 
Rendell  t.  Harriman,  75  Me.  497;  46 
Am.  Rep.  421  ;  Buffah  v.  Bitter,  87 
N.  Y.  250;  "Trustees  of  B.  Lodge," 
McClellan  v.  Robe,  93  Ind.  298  ;  Wil- 
Hams  V.  Lafdtfctte^  83  Id.  237  ;  "  Trus- 
tees of  C.  Twp.,"  Revolving  Sc.  v.  7k- 
f/«,  61  Iowa  423;  47  Am.  Rop.  816  ; 
Wingy.Glick,  56  Iowa  473;  37  Am.  Rep. 
142  note  ;  American  v.  Stratton,  59  Iowa 
696  ;  **  Trustees  of  D.  Church,"  Dayton 


V.  Wame,  43  N.  J.  L.  659  ;  Uayes  v. 
Brubaker,  65  Ind.  27  ;  *•  building  com- 
mittee," Anderson  v.  Penrce,  36  Ark. 
293;  38  Am.  Rep.  39;  "representing 
B.,"  Grau  V.  McVicker,  8  Biss.  C.  Ct. 
13  ;  "  agent,"  Zeigler  v.  Wells,  28  Cal. 
263  :  Faw  v.  Meals,  65  Ga.  71 1  ;  G-a- 
ham  V.  Fahnestock,  5  Gill  215  ;  Stewart 
V.  Katz,  30  Md.  334  ;  Bufum  v.  Chad- 
wick,  8  Mass.  103;  Pratt  v.  Beaupre^ 
13  Minn.  187  ;  Bank  v.  Cook,  38  Ohio 
St.  442  ;  Bryson  v.  Lucas,  84  N,  C.  680; 
37  Am.  Rep.  634  ;  "cnshier,"  Fairfield 
X.Adams,  16  Pick.  382;  "curator," 
Lipscoinb\<i  Ward,  2  Tex.  277  ;  "guar- 
dian," Carskadden  v.  McGhee,  7  W.  & 
S.  140;  "trader,"  Clark  v.  l^we,  \b 
Mass.  476;  "tailor,"  Janes  v.  White- 
bread,  11  Com.  B.  406;  "treasurer," 
Ross  T.  Broum,  74  Me.  352  ;  "colonel," 
Mc  Williams  v.  Willis,  1  Wash.  (Va.) 
199  ;  "overseer  of  the  poor,"  Bay  v. 
Cook,  2  Zab.  (N.J.)  343;  "j<urvivor," 
Vandenhorst  v.  Storrs,  3  Conn.  203,  207 ; 
Parsons  v.  Boyd,  20  Ala.  112,  116; 
"&  Co.,"  McCool  v.  McClune,  Harp. 
S.  C.  486  ;  Truscott  t.  King,  6  Barb. 
346;  "trustee,"  GUI  v.  Carmine,  55 
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Md.  S4S;  ''administrator,"  Gash  t. 
Ennis,  1  Tex.  184,  187  ;  WaUisr.Lems, 
2  Ld.  Raym.  1215  ;  Baker  Hathaway^ 
5  Allen  103,  105  ;  i/ocrry  t.  Adamsy  U 
Mass.  327,  329  ;  F^ty  y.  Towg,  18  Md. 
163,  168. 

The  contract  may,  by  express  terms 
or  clear  implication,  show  a  contrary 
intention,  and  save  the  signer  from  per- 
sonal liability :  Higgins  r.  Senior,  8 
Mees.  &  W.  834  ;  Glenn  v.  Allisnny  58 
Md.  527  ;  and  a  contemporaneous  oral 
agreement  that  snch  personal  liability 
should  not  exist  may  be  proved :  Wake 
r.Harrop,  30  L.  J.  Ex.  273  ;  31  Id. 
451  ;  Metcalf  v.  Williams,  104  U.  S.  93. 
But  oral  evidence  is  not  admissible,  in 
a  case  where  the  signer^s  liability  is  in 
question,  to  show  that  the  contract  was 
not  the  contract  of  the  signer  but  that 
of  some  other  person  or  of  some  corpo- 
ration: Williams  v.  Lafayette,  83  Ind. 
237  ;  Rendell  v.  Harriman,  75  Me.  497; 
46  Am.  Rep.  421.  The  only  safe  way, 
therefore,  for  a  person  to  sign  a  contract 
made  in  a  representative  capacity  is, 
**  puc!i  and  such  an  estate,"  or  **  corpo- 
ration," or  "  person,"  by  "A.,  presi- 
dent," or  *'  by  B.,  aj^cnt,"  or  **  by  C, 
trustee:"  Hitchcock  v.  Buchanan,  105 
U.  S.  416;  Turner  v.  Fhtter,  56  Iowa 
251  ;  Castle  v.  Belfast,  72  Me.  167  :  or 
to  expressly  stipulate  in  the  contract 
that  lie  shall  not  he  personally  liable. 

Such  hard  cases  have  arisen  under 
tills  rule  that  it  has  sometimes  been  ig- 
nored or  disregarded.  See  Metcalf  v. 
Williams,  104  U.  S.  93;  Whitney  v. 
Wyman,  101  Id.  392;  Neio  Market  v. 
aUiet,  100  III.  254:  39  Am.  Kep.  39  ; 
Hypes  v.  Griffin,  89  III.  134;  Wallisy. 
Johnson,  75  Ind.  368  ;  Armstrong  v.  Kirk- 
patrick,  79  Id.  527  ;  Pumitonv.  Seatrity, 
72  Me.  22 ;  Simpson  v.  Garland^  Id.  40; 
39  Am.  Rep.  297  ;  Glenn  v.  Allison,  58 
Md.  527  ;  Steams  v.  Allen,  25  Hun  558; 
Whitford  v.  Laidler,  94  N.  Y.  l45;  46 
Am.  Rep.  131  ;  Fowle  v.  Kerehner,  87 
N.  C.  49  ;  Markley  v.  Quay,  14  Phila. 


164.  And  in  Georgia  the  mle  is  duDged 
by  statute :  Fleming  v.  BiU,  6S  Gt. 
751. 

II.  /\i&/u:.4^96ii2s.~ThereiiDodoQbt 
of  the  existence  of  the  distio«;tjoii  between 
public  and  private  agents  referred  to  in 
the  dissenting  opinion  above.  If  a  pab- 
lic  agent  acts  within  his  authority  sad 
makes  known  the  fact  that  he  is  cod« 
tracting  in  his  representative  capacitv, 
he  is  not  liable  tliough  he  contracts  in 
his  own  name :  Hodgson  v.  Dtxtrr,  1 
Cr.  345  ;  Dwindle  v.  Henrvptez,  1  Cal. 
887  ;  State  v.  AlcCauley,  15  Id.  429; 
Perry  Hyde,  10  Conn.  329  ;  Yvlee  r. 
Canoi  a,  1 1  Fla.  9  ;  Ghent  v.  Adam,  2 
Ga.  214;  Copes  v.  Matthews,  18  Mi». 
398  ;  Tutt  V.  Hobbs,  17  Mo.4»6 ;  Stan- 
ly V.  Hawkins,  Mart.  52;  Dawes  r. 
Jackson,  9  Mass.  490  ;  Freeman  v.  Otu, 
Id.  272;  Brown  v.  Austin,  1  Id.  208; 
Bainbridge  v.  Downie,  6  Id.  258 ;  Stwgk- 
ton  V.  leaker,  4  Id.  522  ;  Enloe  v.  Ball, 
1  Humph.  303  ;  Miller  v.  Ford,  4  Ricli. 
376  ;  Amison  v.  Ewing,  2  Caldw.  866 ; 
Tutt  V.  Levis^  3  Call.  238 ;  Symc 
Butler,  1  Id.  105;  Adams  \AVMest}i, 
3  Conn.  560  ;  Osgood  v.  Grotvenor,  I 
Root  89  ;  Walker  v.  Swarthojut,  12 
Johns.  443 ;  McCurdy  v.  Rogers,  21  Wis. 
197.  But  he  is  bound  if  he  does  not 
disclose  the  fact  that  he  is  making  a  pah* 
lie  contract:  Sheffield  y.  H'atJoa.SCaines 
69;  Swift  V.  Hopkins,  13  Johns.  818; 
or  uses  words  showing  his  intention  to 
bind  himself:  McClenticks  v.  Brfwt,  I 
Mo.  598  ;  or  transcends  his  nuthoritr: 
New  York  v.  Harbison,  1 6  Fed.  Rep.  688; 
Clenticks  v.  Bryant,  I  Mo.  598 ;  Ba«^ 
marskold  v.  Bull,  11  Rich.  493;  or  it 
appears  the  credit  was  given  to  him : 
Lapsley  v.  McKinstry,  38  Mo.  245; 
Brown  v.  Rundlett,  15  N.  H.  360.  A 
consul  has  no  right  to  borrow  money 
for  his  j^ovemment ;  it  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority,  and  therefore 
Merolla  was  liable  on  the  note  in  ^ 
principal  case.  David  StbwabT 
Baltimore. 
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Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin. 

COMSTOCK  r.  BECHTEL. 

An  insolvent  debtor  who  sells  property  which  is  subject  to  levy  on  execution,  and 
with  the  proceeds  immediately  parchase?  exempt  property,  will  be  presumed  to  have 
done  so  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  his  creditors  ;  but  the  property  po 
purchased  does  not,  for  that  reason,  cease  to  be  exempt.  The  only  remedy  of  the 
creditors  is  by  attacking  the  sale  of  the  non-exempt  property. 

Appeal  from  Circuit  Court,  Dane  county. 

Replevin  for  two  horses,  one  harness,  one  sleigh,  one  wagon,  and 
two  cows,  alleged  to  have  been  levied  upon  and  seized  by  the  defend- 
ant, who  was  the  sheriff  of  Dane  county,  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
attachment,  and  an  execution  duly  issued  by  the  circuit  court  of 
that  county  against  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  hands 
of  such  sheriff  for  service.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  property 
in  controversy  is  exempt  from  seizure  by  virtue  of  such  writs. 

In  his  answer  the  defendant  justifies  the  seizure  of  the  property 
by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  writs,  and  alleges  that  the  same  is  not 
exempt  from  being  so  seized,  because  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  a  firm 
hopelessly  insolvent,  against  which  judgments  for  large  amounts 
had  been  rendered,  and  others  were  about  to  be  entered  in  actions 
then  pending,  and  that  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the 
creditors  of  such  insolvent  firm,  sold  certain  notes  and  securities 
owned  by  him,  and  not  exempt,  and  with  the  proceeds  thereof  pur- 
chased the  property  so  seized  with  the  intention  of  holding  it  as 
exempt  property. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury.  The  court 
found  that  the  defendant  was  sheriff  of  Dane  county,  and  as  such, 
by  virtue  of  valid  process,  seized  the  property  claimed  on  February 
1st  1884,  and  that  at  the  time  of  such  seizure  the  same  was  all  the 
personal  property  which  the  plaintiff  owned ;  also  that  the  value 
of  the  property  was  ^685,  and  that  the  amount  for  which  such  writs 
were  issued  exceeded  that  sum.  The  more  material  findings  of  fact 
are  as  follows :  "  (5)  That  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  December  the 
said  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of,  and  held  in  his  own  name,  a  note 
secured  by  mortgage  upon  real  estate  of  the  value  of  twelve  hun- 
dred dollars  ($1200),  and  one  note  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars (8100).  (6)  That  at  this  time  the  said  plaintiff  was  heavily 
indebted  and  wholly  insolvent ;  that  said  plaintiff,  although  repeat- 
edly requested  by  his  creditors  to  pay  his  indebtedness,  immediately 
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preceding  the  date  of  the  purchase  of  said  property,  to  wit,  Janur 
ary  1st  1884,  neglected  so  to  do ;  that  said  plaintiff,  at  the  time  so 
requested  by  his  creditors  to  pay  his  indebtedness,  stated  to  his  said 
creditors  that  he  was  unable  to  pay,  and  that  he  did  not  have  or 
own  any  property  or  money  wherewith  to  pay  and  discharge  his 
indebtedness.  (7)  That  said  plainiiff  did,  on  the  31st  day  of  December 
1883,  dispose  of  and  sell  said  notes  to  one  Stewart  Shampnor,  and 
thereby  intended  to  prevent  and  keep  his  creditors  from  levying  on 
said  note  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  their  claims,  and  that  the 
said  plaintiff,  on  the  Ist  day  of  January  1884,  did  use  the  funds 
by  him  raised  on  the  sale  of  the  notes  as  aforesaid,  and  applied  said 
funds  in  payment  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  property  above 
described,  and  by  him  so  claimed  as  personal  exemptions,  and  that 
the  said  plaintiff,  by  said  purchase  of  said  property,  intended  to 
and  did  acquire  the  personal  property  exemptions  by  law  provided, 
and  that  said  plaintiff,  by  said  immediate  purchase,  intended  to  pre- 
vent his  said  creditors  from  interfering  with  his  said  rights  to  acquire 
said  personal  property  exemptions  by  means  of  their  levying  on  and 
applying  said  moneys  in  satisfaction  of  their  claims  and  demands 
against  him.*' 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  "  that  said  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  the  return  of  said  property,  and  to  hold  it  as  his  personal 
property  exemptions  ;**  also  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  nominal 
damages  and  costs.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  ordered  and 
entered  accordingly.    The  defendant  appeals. 

La  Follette  ^  SieheckeVy  for  respondent. 
Rufu8  B,  Smith,  for  appellant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Lyon,  J. — The  circuit  court  found  that  the  plaintiff  sold  the  notes 
mentioned  in  the  findings  of  facts  with  the  intention  of  preventing 
a  seizure  thereof  by  his  creditors ;  and  that,  with  the  proceeds  of 
the  notes,  he  purchased  the  property  in  controversy,  intending 
thereby  to  acquire  exempt  personal  property  which  would  be  beyond 
the  reach  of  his  creditors.  That  such  were  the  intentions  of  the 
plaintiff  is  the  inevitable  conclusion  from  the  facts  of  the  sale  of 
the  notes  and  the  purchase  of  the  property,  because  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  plaintiff  intended  the  necessary  results  of  his  acts, 
and  it  was  the  necessary  and  inevitable  result  of  such  sale  and  pur- 
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chase  (if  valid)  that  the  notes,  and  the  property  purchased  with  the 
proceeds  thereof,  were  thereby  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  intention  of  the  plaintiff  is,  therefore,  rather 
the  subject  of  a  conclusion  of  law  to  be  deduced  from  the  facts, 
than  an  independent  fact  in  the  case.  The  findings  would  not  have 
been  any  more  favorable  to  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  been  said 
therein  concerning  his  intentions ;  and  for  like  reasons  they  would 
not  be  any  less  favorable  to  him  had  the  court  found  expressly  that 
such  sale  and  purchase  were  made  by  the  plaintiff  with  intent  to 
hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  his  creditors.  That  also  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  a  deduction  from  the  facts. 

The  material  facts  are,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  wholly 
insolvent ;  that  he  owned  two  notes  which  were  liable  to  be  reached 
by  his  creditors ;  and  that  he  sold  such  notes,  and,  with  the  pro- 
ceeds, immediately  purchased  the  property  in  controversy.  From 
these  facts  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  place  his  property  beyond 
the  reach  of  legal  process  must  be  presumed.  The  precise  question 
to  be  determined  is,  therefore,  is  property  which  under  the  statute 
(Rev.  St.  781,  sec.  2982,  §  6)  is  ordinarily  exempt  from  seizure  on 
attachment  or  execution  liable  to  such  seizure  if  the  debtor  is  insol- 
vent, and  has  purchased  the  property  with  the  proceeds  of  other 
property,  not  exempt,  with  the  intention  of  holding  the  property  so 
purchased  as  exempt,  and  thus  preventing  his  creditors  from  collect- 
ing their  debts  out  of  his  property  ?  The  question  now  arises  for 
the  first  time  in  this  court. 

The  creditors  whom  the  defendant  (the  sheriff)  represents  do  not 
attack  the  validity  of  the  sale  of  the  notes  by  the  plaintiff,  or  the 
purchase  by  him  of  the  property  in  controversy.  On  the  contrary, 
their  theory  necessarily  is  that  both  the  sale  and  purchase  are  legal 
transactions, — the  sale  divesting  the  plaintiff  of  all  title  to  the  notes, 
and  the  purchase  vesting  in  him  a  good  title  to  the  property  thus 
acquired.  But  they  maintain  that  because  the  notes  might  have 
been  reached  by  legal  process  while  the  insolvent  debtor  owned 
them,  it  ought  to  be  held  that  no  right  of  exemption  to  the  property 
purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  the  notes  ought  to  be  upheld. 
Several  cases  are  cited  by  counsel  for  defendant  to  this  proposition, 
and  it  is  doubtless  sustained  by  some  of  them,  particularly  by  Mid- 
dell  V.  Shirley,  5  Cal.  488 ;  JSmerson  v.  Smith,  61  Penn.  St.  90 ; 
Brackett  v.  Watkins,  21  Wend.  68 ;  Grimes  v.  Bryne,  2  Minn. 
104  (Gil.  72) ;  In  re  Wright,  3  Biss.  859 ;  Pratt  v.  Burr,  6  Id. 
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86.  It  is  understood,  however,  that  the  opposite  doctrine  now  fte- 
vails  in  California  and  New  York.  See  Randall  v.  BuffingUm,  10 
Cal.  491 ;  Wilcox  v.  Hatvlet/,  81  N.  Y.  648. 

We  think  it  must  be  conceded  that  there  are  very  serioas  objec- 
tions to  the  doctrine  which  the  cases  first  above  cited  (and  perhaps 
others)  seem  to  assert.  In  the  first  place,  it  interpolates  a  qaalifi- 
cation  or  limitation  in  the  statute  of  exemptions  not  written  therein 
bj  the  legislature.  The  statute  exempts  the  specific  property 
therein  mentioned  absolutely  and  unconditionally.  The  rule  of 
these  cases  is  that  it  shall  not  be  exempt  at  all  if  purchased  by  an 
insolvent  debtor  with  the  proceeds  of  non-exempt  property.  This 
court  has  steadily  held  that  it  has  no  authority  to  make  such  inter- 
polations :  Harrington  v.  Smithy  28  Wis.  48 ;  Chase  v.  Whiting, 
30  Id.  544. 

Counsel  for  the  defendants  seeks  to  avoid  the  force  of  this  prin- 
ciple by  saying  that  courts  do,  by  construction,  sometimes  ingraft 
exceptions  upon  statutes,  and  he  refers,  as  an  illustration,  to  the 
line  of  cases  which  hold  that  the  contributory  negligence  of  the 
injured  party  will  defeat  a  recovery  in  an  action  against  a  town  to 
recover  damages  for  an  injury  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  a 
defective  highway,  whereas  the  statute  giving  the  right  of  action 
contains  no  such  qualification  of  the  right.  The  cases  are  not  par- 
allel. The  statute  gives  a  right  of  action  only  when  the  injury  is 
caused  by  the  insufficiency  of  the  highway.  The  courts  merely 
hold  that  the  injury  is  not  so  caused  if  the  negligence  of  the  injured 
party  contributes  proximately  to  it.  These  are  cases  of  authorised 
construction  of  the  words  of  a  statute.  In  this  case  we  are  asked 
to  ingraft  a  limitation  upon  a  statute  when  there  is  not  a  line  or  a 
word  therein  which  will  justify  it 

Again,  the  doctrine  under  consideration  rests  upon  the  ground 
that  exemption  is  merely  a  personal  privilege  of  the  debtor  which 
the  courts  may  lawfully  adjudge  forfeited  for  his  fraud  and  dishon- 
esty. This  is  too  narrow  a  view.  Our  exemption  laws  were  enacted 
in  obedience  to  the  mandate  of  the  constitution :  "  The  prinlege 
of  the  debtor  to  enjoy  the  necessary  comforts  of  life  shall  be  recog- 
nised by  wholesome  laws,  exempting  a  reasonable  amount  of  pro- 
perty from  seiiure  or  sale  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  or  liability 
hereafter  contracted."    Art  1,  §  17. 

This  mandate  and  these  laws  are  grounded  in  the  soundest  consid- 
erations of  public  policy,  in  that  they  are  designed  to  secure  not 
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only  to  the  debtor,  but  to  his  family,  the  necessary  comforts  of  life, 
as  against  his  creditors ;  thus  protecting  and  guarding  the  highest 
interests  both  of  the  individual  citizen  and  of  the  family,  the  benefits 
of  which  to  the  state  can  scarcely  be  overrated.  In  Maxwell  v. 
Reedf  7  Wis.  582,  Mr.  Justice  Smith  spoke  of  the  exemption  laws 
as  ^^one  of  the  great  bulwarks  of  individual  freedom  and  manly 
citizenship  so  carefully  guarded  by  the  fundamental  law."  In 
dealing  with  the  exemption  laws  this  court  has  steadily  kept  these 
considerations  in  view,  and  has  rejected  every  construction  of  them 
which  would  tend  to  defeat  the  beneficent  purposes  for  which  they 
were  enacted.  It  has  always  given  them  a  liberal  construction  in 
favor  of  the  exemption,  and  in  the  case  last  cited,  it  held  that  a 
stipulation  in  a  note,  waiving  the  benefit  of  such  laws  in  respect  to 
the  indebtedness  thereby  created,  was  inoperative  and  void  because 
opposed  to  a  sound  public  policy.  The  principles  upon  which  this 
court  has  uniformly  thus  acted  seem  to  be  disregarded  in  the  cases 
which  hold  that  in  a  case  like  this  the  right  of  exemption  is  forfeited. 

Moreover,  the  rule  of  these  cases  would  deprive  insolvent  debtors 
of  the  right  to  acquire  any  exempt  property  with  the  proceeds  of 
property  not  exempt.  An  insolvent  debtor  may  have  $50  in  his 
pocket.  While  he  retains  the  money  his  creditors  may  reach  it  by 
legal  process.  Under  the  rule  above  mentioned,  if  he  should  pur- 
chase a  cow  with  the  money,  no  matter  how  sorely  he  and  his  fam- 
ily may  need  the  cow,  the  creditor  may  seize  and  sell  her  upon  exe- 
cution. And  this,  not  because  it  was  a  fraud  on  the  creditor  for 
the  debtor  to  purchase  the  cow  with  his  own  money,  but  because 
such  a  use  of  the  money  operated  in  some  mysterious  way  to  repeal 
the  exemption  laws  in  respect  to  that  *particular  cow. 

For  the  reason  above  suggested  we  cannot  approve  the  doctrine 
of  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  to  defeat  the  plaintiiTs 
right  of  exemption  in  the  property  in  controversy.  The  true  rule 
is  if  the  plaintiff  made  a  fraudulent  sale  of  the  notes  his  creditors 
may  reach  them  in  the  hands  of  the  fraudulent  purchaser,  collect 
or  sell  them,  and  apply  the  proceeds  on  their  demands.  That  is 
their  only  remedy  against  the  fVaud,  and  the  sale  of  the  notes  is 
the  only  fraud  in  the  transaction.  The  purchase  by  the  plaintiff 
of  exempt  property  with  the  proceeds  of  the  notes  was  a  legal  trans- 
action, containing  no  element  of  fraud.  The  absolute  title  to  the 
property  so  purchased  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  one  of  the  incidents 
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of  which  was  the  right  under  the  exemption  laws  to  hold  it  against 
his  creditors. 

The  foregoing  yiews  are  sustained  by  a  large  number  of  cases 
cited  by  counsel  for  plaintiff.  We  are  satisfied  that  these  casea  laj 
down  the  correct  rules  of  law  applicable  to  this  case.  It  foIlovB 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  hold  the  property  claimed  exempt 
from  seizure,  and  hence  that  the  case  was  correctly  decided  by  the 
circuit  court.  Judgment  affirmed. 


In  1857,  it  was  held  bj  Mr.  Justice 
Miller,  in  Pratt  r.  Bwrvy  5  Biss.  36 
(U.  S.  Ct.  for  Dist.  of  Wisconsin),  that 
where  the  defendant  parchascd  goods  of 
the  plaintiflf  with  which  to  replenish  a 
stock  which  he  afterwards  sold,  and 
purchased  exempt  propertj  with  the 
proceeds,  the  exemption  in  such  case 
could  not  be  sustained.  ^*  The  mere 
statement  of  the  facts,*'  said  the  learned 
judge,  decides  this  case,  in  the  con- 
science of  every  man,  that  neither  in  law 
nor  justice  the  exemption  should  be  al- 
lowed. The  defendant  cannot  expect 
the  court  to  assist  him  in  consummating 
the  intended  fraud.  A  party  cannot  turn 
that  which  is  granted  him  for  the  com- 
fort of  himself  and  family  into  an  instru- 
ment of  fraud." 

In  Riddell  v.  Shirley,  5  Cal.  488.  an 
insolvent  debtor  sold  certain  personal 
property  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  money  with  which  to  discharge 
debts  which  were  a  lien  upon  his  home- 
stead. A  creditor  attached  the  goods, 
and  the  plaintiff  brought  replevin  for 
them.  Hktdenveldt,  J.,  said  :  **  Al- 
though the  law  secures  the  homestead 
from  execution  arising  from  ordinary  in- 
debtedness, it  is  yet  made  chargeable  for 
debts  by  the  act  of  the  parties  interested 
in  its  preservation,  and  in  some  in- 
stances by  operation  of  law.  Where  such 
cases  exist,  it  would  seem  to  be  only 
fair  that  the  homestead  should  remain 
answerable  /or  the  debts  charged  upon 
it,  and  not,  afker  becoming  a  source  of 
credit,  be  relieved  intentionally,  by  the 
disposition  of  all  the  other  property  of 


the  debtor,  leaving  nothing  for  the  satis- 
faction  of  the  other  creditors.  Siidi  a 
sale,  except  to  a  creditor,  in  payment  of 
his  debt,  and  free  from  knowledge  of 
or  collusion  with  the  object  of  the  debtor, 
must  be  considered  a  fraud  in  fact  and 
in  law.  It  is  a  sale  with  the  direct  in- 
tent of  benefit  or  advantage  to  the  sel- 
ler, to  the  injury  of  the  creditor."  See 
Re  Wright,  S  Biss.  359. 

In  Randall  Buffingion,  10  Cal.  491, 
Ch.  J.  Field  said :  **  For  the  disposition 
of  this  case,  we  shall  assume  the  fact  that 
his  insolvency  was  established,  and,  upon 
this  assumption,  it  is  difficult  to  pcroeire 
how  the  payment  of  a  debt  which  he 
legally  owed,  and  which  was  past  doe, 
can  be  tortured  into  an  act  to  hinder, 
delay  and  defraud  creditors.  The  debt 
was  as  sacred  as  any  other  debt,  the 
obligation  to  pay  it  was  as  binding,  and, 
even  if  the  payment  constituted  a  pre- 
ference, there  is  no  rule  of  law  which 
prevents  a  debtor,  in  insolvent  drcnm- 
stances,  from  the  Application  of  his  pro- 
perty to  the  paynient  of  one  debt  rather 
than  another :  Dana  v.  Stanford*^  10  Cal. 
269  ;  NicoUon  v.  Lettvilt,  4  Sand.  S5S  ; 
Covanhaven  v.  Hart^  21  Penn.  St.  495; 
WoAand  r.  Kimherlin^  6  B.  Mon.  608; 
Kennaird  v.  Adaw*^  11  Id.  102. 

'*  But,  it  is  urged  with  apparent  con- 
fidence in  the  conclusive  character  of 
the  position,  that  the  payment  resulted 
to  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  as  it 
relieved  his  homestead  of  the  encnm- 
brance,  and,  consequently,  of  liability  of 
being  sold  for  its  satisfaction.  We  con- 
fess our  inability  to  see  what  difference 


COMSTOCK  V.  BECHTEL. 


789 


this  can  make  in  the  transaction.  The 
obligation  to  paj  the  debt  was  not  the 
less  binding  because  it  was  secured  by 
mortgage ;  and,  if  a  lien  was  removed 
from  the  homestead,  it  was  the  conse- 
quence of  an  act  lawful  in  itself.  The 
payment  conferred  upon  the  debtor  no 
new  right.  He  owned  the  homestead 
free  from  liability  before  the  debt  of  the 
plaintiff  was  contracted,  and  he  simply 
restored  its  former  exemption  by  pay- 
ing a  debt  which  he  had  incurred  upon 
its  security. 

"  Tlie  case  of  Riddell  r.  Shirley,  5  Cal. 
488,  is  a  very  different  one  from  this. 
In  tliat  case  there  was  a  fraudulent  and 
collusive  sale  of  the  debtor's  property  to 
discharge  liens  upon  his  homestead ;  the 
vendee  was  not  a  creditor  receiving  pay- 
ment of  a  debt,  and  no  claim  against 
the  homestead  was  asserted.  The  opin- 
ion expressly  excepts  from  its  conclusion 
a  case  like  the  present.  *  To  make  this 
case,'  very  justly  observes  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  respondent  in  his  brief, 
'  at  all  like  Biddell  v.  Shirleif,  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  sue  Drew  to  get  the  money 
back  which  the  defendant  paid  him  ;  but 
the  absurdity  of  such  a  proceeding  is  too 
apparent  to  need  any  comment.'  " 

Notwithstanding  the  remarks  of  the 
learned  judge,  the  case  seems  to  overrule 
Ridddl  V.  Shirley.  See  Thompson  on 
Homesteads  and  Exemptions,  sect.  306. 

In  Illinois  it  Is  held  not  to  be  a  fraud 
for  an  insolvent  debtor  to  purchase  a 
homestead,  even  though  he  cause  the 
title  to  be  vested  in  his  wife,  if  he  in 
good  faith  intended  it  as  a  homestead  : 
CipperltfT,  Rhodes,  53  III.  346.  Breesb, 
C.  J.,  said  :  No  question  is  made  that 
the  homestead  right  would  have  existed 
in  Rhodes,  had  he  taken  the  deed  to  the 
lot  in  his  own  name  instead  of  taking  it 
in  the  name  of  his  wife.  He  paid  the 
purchase-money  wholly  out  of  his  own 
funds,  and  at  a  time  he  had  a  right  to 
obtain  a  homestead  which  would  not  be 
liable  for  his  debts  then  existing,  or  to  be 
snbsequcuily  contracted :  and  the  solo 


question  is  whether  taking  the  deed  to 
his  wife  placed  the  property  beyond  the 
protection  of  the  homestead  law.  This 
is  an  inquiry  into  which  the  animut  en- 
ters largely.  Did  he  purchase  it  as  and 
for  a  homestead,  and  has  it  been  soused 
and  held.  If  such  was  his  intention, 
then  taking  the  deed  to  his  wife  would 
not,  we  think,  cut  off  that  right.  If  the 
design  was  simply  to  acquire  property, 
which  he  could  hold  in  fraud  of  his  cred- 
itors, then  the  law  would  strip  it  of  its 
covering,  and  subject  it  to  the  payment 
of  the  debts.  But  it  must  be  remembered 
that  it  was  not  a  fraud  on  his  creditors 
to  buy  a  homestead  which  would  be  be- 
yond their  reach.*' 

Following  Rcuidall  v.  Buffingion,  it 
was  held  that  an  insolvent  debtor  might 
appropriate  land  to  the  use  of  a  home^ 
stead  even  after  a  judgment  was  ob- 
tained against  him,  but  before  it  became 
a  lien  upon  the  land  :  Culver  v.  Rogers, 
28  Cal.  520.  In  In  re  Henkd,  2  Saw- 
yer 807,  the  United  States  District  Court 
held  that  under  the  law  of  California  an 
insolvent  might  apply  funds  in  his  pos- 
session to  the  discharge  of  an  encum- 
brance on  his  homestead  without  impair- 
ing its  inviolability,  and  that  a  homestead 
might  be  declared  at  any  time  before  the 
lien  of  a  judgment  had  actually  attached. 

In  Nevada,  property  which  possesses 
the  characteristics  of  a  homestead  may 
be  selected  at  any  time  before  actual  sale 
or  execution,  and  the  right  of  such  se- 
lection is  not  destroyed  by  the  insolvency 
of  a  debtor  or  the  levy  of  an  attachment: 
Hawthorne  v.  Smith,  3  Nev.  182.  See 
further  on  this  point  Thompson  on  Home- 
steads and  Exemptions  319  ;  Trotter  v. 
Dobhs,  38  Miss.  198  ;  Irwin  v.  Lewis, 
50  Id.  363  ;  Letchford  v.  Gary,  52  Id. 
791  ;  Stone  v.  Darnell,  20  Tex.  11  ; 
Giddings  v.  Crosby,  24  LI.  295;  Mac- 
manus  v.  Campbell,  37  Id.  267  ;  North 
V.  Sheam,  15  Id.  174. 

In  Edmondaon  v.  Meacham,  50  Miss. 
34,  the  rule  is  stated  to  be  as  follows  : 

A  debtor  may  innocently  subtract 
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from  his  resources  such  means  as  may  be 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  support  of 
his  family.  His  creditors,  therefore,  can- 
not pursue  and  reach  the  money  of  the 
husband  and  father  paid  for  such  neces- 
sary purposes,  as  the  maintenance  of  the 
family  and  edueation  of  the  children. 
But  subject  to  that  right,  the  debtor  must 
derote  his  property  and  means  to  his 
creditors.  If  the  husband  takes  money 
which  ought  to  pay  his  debts  and  inrests 
in  the  purchase  of  real  estate  or  other 


property  for  wife  or  children,  the  tnof- 
action  may  be  fraudulent  or  not,  ii  the 
husband  may  be  indebted  or  not,  SDd 
then  by  a  comparison  of  bis  debts  with 
the  resources  retained  by  bim.  If  be 
was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  parcfasse, 
the  evidence  is  overwhelming  and  con- 
clusive that  the  motive  was  to  make  a 
gift  at  the  expense  of  creditors,  and  that 
the  intent  was  to  withdraw  his  means 
from  their  reach.'* 

Cbabx^  Bnuu  Eluott. 
Minneapolis. 


Supreme  Court  of  Michigan. 

LLOYD  V.  WAYNE  CIRCUIT  JUDGE. 

A  statute  which  provides  for  the  an/«  mortem  probate  of  a  will  is  inoperatire  and 
void. 

A  proceeding  authorized  by  such  statute  by  which  questions  as  to  competenor, 
undue  influence,  Ac.,  can  be  determined  in  advance  of  the  tesUtor's  death,  is  not 
within  any  recognised  judicial  power,  and  the  courts  cannot  be  called  npon  to 
enforce  it. 

Mandamus. 

John  H.  Bisselly  for  relator. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Campbell,  J. — In  this  case  Lloyd  attempted  to  have  his  will 
established  during  life  in  the  Probate  Court  for  Wayne  county,  and 
an  appeal  was  taken  from  the  Probate  to  the  Circuit  Court.  In 
that  court  the  circuit  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  proceeding  was 
extra-judicial,  and  refused  to  allow  it  to  go  on ;  but  instead  of  dis- 
missing or  quashing  it  on  that  ground,  entered  an  order  affirming 
the  probate  decree.  Mandamus  is  now  applied  to  vacate  that  order. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  impropriety  of  the  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court.  By  aflSrming  the  probate  order  he  asserted  jurisdic- 
tion, and  he  had  no  right  to  aflSrm  it  without  a  hearing  on  the  mer- 
its. But  whether  he  should  proceed  to  such  a  hearing  is  the 
principal  question  before  us.  The  case  is  one  where  we  can  get  no 
help  from  similar  precedents,  as  the  statute  is  new  and  singular. 
Judicial  proceedings  to  probate  a  will  while  the  testator  is  living 
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are  unheard  of  in  this  country  or  in  England ;  and  inasmuch  as 
the  statute  only  makes  the  decree -effective  in  the  single  case  of  the 
establishment  of  the  will  and  subsequent  death  without  revocation 
or  alteration,  and  leaves  it  open  to  the  testator  to  make  any  subse- 
quent arrangement  which  he  may  desire,  or  to  oust  the  jurisdiction 
by  change  of  residence,  or  to  leave  the  will  once  rejected  open  to 
probate  in  the  usual  way  after  death,  the  proceeding  is  still  more 
anomalous.  I  am  disposed  to  think  with  the  circuit  judge,  that 
this  is  not  in  any  sense  a  judicial  proceeding  which  he  was  bound 
to  consider  or  entertain. 

This  is  the  first  instance  in  our  jurisprudence  in  which  an  attempt 
has  been  made  to  compel  a  living  person,  as  a  condition  of  relief, 
to  enter  upon  a  contest  with  those  who,  until  his  death,  can  have 
no  recognition  anywhere,  and  who  after  his  death  are  presumed  to 
represent  him,  and  not  any  hostile  interest.  The  maxim  that  the 
living  can  have  no  heirs  is  as  well  settled  by  statute  as  by  common 
law.  Until  a  man  dies  it  can  never  be  known  who  will  succeed  him, 
even  if  intestate ;  and  whatever  may  be  the  probability,  there  is  no 
certainty  that  a  single  one  of  the  persons  who  have  come  in  here  to 
oppose  the  will  may  survive  the  testator.  The  law  gives  no  prefer- 
ence to  contingent  expectations,  and  legally  it  is  just  as  possible 
that  the  state  may  take  by  escheat  as  that  the  person  now  litigating, 
or  any  other  more  remote  relatives  will  become  interested.  It  is 
also  within  the  power  ,of  relator  to  dispose  of  his  entire  property, 
not  merely  by  a  new  will,  but  by  sale  or  gift,  and  in  such  event 
there  will  be  nothing  for  this  will  to  dispose  of  and  possibly  nothing 
for  these  or  any  other  kindred  to  inherit.  It  is  also  competent  for 
him  to  go  into  another  county  or  state  or  country,  either  of  which 
acts  would  put  his  estate  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  Wayne  county ; 
and  either  of  the  two  latter  may  change  the  course  of  inheritance 
or  otherwise  affect  the  disposal  of  his  estate. 

I  cannot  conceive  it  possible  that  the  proceeding  can  be  dealt 
with  as  judicial  when  the  chief  party  to  it  will  not  be  precluded 
by  the  decree  from  doing  exactly  as  he  might  have  done  had  the 
court  never  been  called  on  to  act  at  all.  This  statute,  which  was 
probably  designed  to  prevent  the  unseemly  and  disgraceful  attempts 
too  often  made  to  defeat  the  enforcement  of  the  last  will  of  persons 
whose  competency  to  deal  with  their  own  affairs  was  never  doubted 
or  interfered  with,  has  been  so  drawn  as  to  remove  none  of  the  dif- 
ficulties, but  rather  to  make  them  worse.    It  is  a  singular,  and  in 
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my  judgment  a  very  unfortunate  spectacle,  to  see  a  man  compelled 
to  enter  upon  a  contest  with  the  hungry  expectants  of  his  own 
estate,  and  litigate  while  living  with  those  who  have  no  legal  claims 
whatever  upon  him,  but  who  may  subject  him  to  ruinous  costs  and 
delays  in  meeting  such  testimony  as  is  apt  to  be  paraded  in  such 
cases. 

The  practice  which  has  usually  prevailed  in  civil  law  conntries, 
and  also  is  said  to  have  been  customary  in  various  parts  of  EDgland 
(see  Seld.  Ecc.  Jur.  Test.  5)  of  having  wills  executed  or  declared 
in  solemn  form,  or  acknowledged  before  reputable  officers  and  a  suf- 
ficient number  of  disinterested  witnesses  to  render  it  unlikely  that 
the  testator  is  not  acting  with  capacity  and  freedom,  has  been 
approved  by  the  continued  experience  of  most  countries,  and  has 
saved  them  from  the  pott  morfem  squabblings  and  contests  on  men- 
tal condition  which  have  made  a  will  the  least  secure  of  all  hnman 
dealings,  and  made  it  doubtful  whether  in  some  regions  insanity  is 
not  accepted  as  the  normal  condition  of  testators.  There  is  no  sen- 
sible reason  why  a  will  which  is  always  revocable  and  contingent 
should  not  be  established,  presumptively  at  least,  by  such  an  acknowl- 
edgment as  will  suffice  to  prove  a  deed  which  is  irrevocable ;  and 
where,  as  is  usually  the  case  abroad,  such  an  acknowledgment  is 
made  before  trustworthy  officers,  in  the  presence  of  known  and 
reputable  witnesses,  and  in  the  enforced  absence  of  all  other  persons, 
the  security  against  incapacity  and  incompetency  is  quite  as  strong 
as  can  be  found  in  a  contest  before  a  court  or  jury  that  never  saw 
the  testator.  A  man's  incapacity,  if  it  exists,  will  not  easily  escape 
the  notice  of  his  disinterested  friends  and  neighbors,  and  when  they 
certify  to  his  competency  and  freedom  of  action  with  their  attention 
directly  called  to  their  own  responsibility  in  doing  so,  they  are  sel- 
dom mistaken,  and  those  who  seek  to  impugn  their  action,  if  allowed 
to  do  it  at  all,  should  be  compelled  to  assume  the  burden  and  risk 
themselves.    But  this  is  not  judicial  action. 

In  the  proceedings  of  various  kinds  familiar  in  England,  where 
conveyances  arc  made  effective  by  acknowledgment  and  enrolment 
before  various  classes  of  public  officers  and  tribunals,  it  was  never 
deemed  proper  or  necessary  to  bring  general  heirs  presumptive 
before  the  acknowledging  officer,  in  order  to  give  efficacy  to  transfers 
in  fee  simple,  either  of  man  or  woman,  although  they  are  as  clearly 
affected  in  their  prospects  of  inheritance  as  they  would  be  by  a  will 
And  in  the  cases  where  testimony  is  to  be  perpetuated  for  use  in 
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future  controversies,  the  rule  is  inflexible  that  no  matter  how  great 
the  probability  of  inheritance  may  be,  the  heir  presumptive  is  not 
either  a  competent  or  permissible  party  to  such  litigation ;  and  this 
is  so  even  in  case  of  estates  tail,  and  although  the  circumstances 
are  as  strong  as  possible  against  the  chances  of  any  change  :  Harl 
Belfast  V.  Chichester,  2  Jac.  &  W.  439 ;  Allan  v.  Allan,  15  Ves. 
180 ;  Lord  Dursley  v.  Fitzhardinge,  6  Id.  251 ;  Sackvill  v.  Ayle- 
worth,  1  Vern.  105;  Smith  v.  Attorney- General,  6  Ves.  260; 
8.  c,  in  note  1  P.  Wms.  117. 

The  broadest  definition  ever  given  to  the  judicial  power,  confines 
it  to  controversies  between  conflicting  parties  in  interest,  and  such 
can  never  be  the  condition  of  a  living  man  and  his  possible  heirs. 
Our  statutes  have  never  undertaken,  and  do  not  in  this  case  under- 
take to  give  to  the  heirs  any  interest  which  will  ever  be  fixed  by 
this  probate,  or  which  may  not  be  cut  off  at  any  time  by  their  own 
death,  or  by  relator  by  new  will  or  conveyance.  It  is  by  no  means 
free  from  doubt  what  classes  of  probate  proceedings  under  our  sys- 
tem are  to  be  treated  as  judicial  proceedings  in  the  proper  sense  of 
that  term ;  and  it  is  not  important  here  to  consider  that  question, 
because  this  proceeding  is  not  even  a  suit  for  probate.  There  has 
never  been  any  proceeding  known  to  our  laws  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  establishing  the  will  even  of  a  deceased  person.  The  probate 
of  wills  under  our  statutes,  is  merely  a  part  of  the  proceedings  to 
administer  the  estates  of  deceased  persons  in  the  court  that  has 
jurisdiction  and  charge  of  the  estates.  This  rule  is  so  general, 
that  in  some  states  devises  are  not  probated  at  all,  and  in  some  the 
probate  is  not  conclusive,  because  controversies  concerning  land  are 
usually  tried  in  other  courts.  We  have  enlarged  the  jurisdiction  in 
probate  so  as  to  reach  lands  for  some  purposes,  and  have  made  all 
wills  subject  to  probate.  But  there  is  no  case  where  an  original 
probate  can  be  granted  here,  except  in  the  court  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  estate ;  it  cannot  be  done  separately.  This  statute  does 
not  attempt  to  change  the  place  of  ultimate  probate,  and  it  does 
not  make  a  decree  against  the  will  either  a  bar  or  even  admissible 
to  prevent  future  probate  after  death.  It  makes  no  provision  for 
making  a  finding  either  way  evidence  for  any  purpose  during  testa- 
tor's life,  so  as  to  negative  testamentary  capacity,  or  otherwise  to 
affect  him.  And  it  has  no  force  for  any  purpose  so  long  as  he  lives. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  statute  is  inoperative,  as  not  within  any 
recognised  judicial  power,  and  that  the  cpurts  can  not  be  called 
Vol.  XXXIIL— 100 
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upon  to  administer  it,  and  that  the  mandamus  should  vacate  the 
whole  proceedings. 

Sherwood  and  Champlin,  JJ.,  concurred. 


This  case  is  one  of  tn^at  interest  both 
on  account  of  the  novelty  and  import- 
ance of  tlie  principles  involved.  So  far 
as  we  can  learn,  the  statute  in  question 
is  new  in  principle,  and  the  decision 
thereupon  is  certainly  unique.  As  the 
statute,  which  is  published  in  the  Public 
Acts  of  Michigan  for  1883,  on  page  17, 
may  not  bo  acvcssihlc  to  all  the  readers 
of  the  Register,  and  is  not  given  in  the 
opinion,  we  reproduce  it  here. 

"  An  act  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
ment of  wills  during  the  lifetime  of  tes- 
tators. 

**  Sect.  1.  The  people  of  the  state 
of  Michigan  enact,  that  to  any  will  here- 
tofore or  hereafter  executed,  the  testator 
may  make  and  annex  his  petition,  to  be 
sworn  to  before  and  presented  to  the 
judge  of  probate  for  the  county  where 
the  testator  resides,  asking  that  such  will 
be  admitted  and  established  as  his  last 
will  and  testament. 

"  Sect.  2.  Every  such  petition  shall 
contain  averments  that  such  will  was  duly 
executed  by  the  petitioner  without  fear, 
fraud,  impartiality,  or  undue  influence, 
and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  its  contents, 
and  that  the  testator  is  of  sound  mind 
and  memory  and  full  testamentary  capa- 
city, and  shall  state  the  names  and  ad- 
dress of  every  person  who  at  the  time  of 
making  and  filing  the  same  would  be  in- 
terested in  the  estate  of  the  maker  of  such 
will  as  heir  if  such  maker  should  at  the 
making  of  such  petition  become  deceased, 
and  may  also  contain  the  names  and  ad- 
dresses of  any  other  persons  whom  such 
testator  may  desire  to  make  parties  to 
such  proceedings. 

**  Sect.  S.  Such  judge  of  probate  shall 
thereupon,  upon  request  of  such  testator, 
appoint  a  time  for  the  hearing  of  such 
petition,  and  issue  citations  to  the  parties 
named  in  such  petition,  and  direct  pub- 


lished notice  of  such  hearing,  and  have 
such  hearing,  after  proof  of  service  of 
citations  and  of  publication  of  notice,  in 
the  manner,  as  near  as  practicable,  as  is 
required  for  the  probate  of  wills. 

"Sect.  4.  If  any  person  named  in 
such  petition  shall  be  a  minor,  or  other- 
wise under  disability,  a  guardian  ad  Utem 
shall  be  appointed  by  such  judge  to  rep- 
resent such  person.  On  such  hearing 
such  judge  of  probate  shall  examine  into 
the  matters  alleged  in  such  petition,  and 
into  the  testamentary  capacity  of  such 
testator,  and  examine  witnesses  in  rela- 
tion thereto,  and  if  it  shall  appear  that 
the  allegations  of  such  petition  are  true, 
and  that  said  testator  was  of  sound  mind 
and  memory  and  full  testamentary  capa- 
city, such  judge  shall  make  a  decree 
thereon,  and  shall  cause  a  copy  of  such 
decree  to  be  attached  to  said  will,  certi- 
fied under  the  seal  of  said  court,  decree- 
ing that  the  testator,  at  the  making  of 
such  will  and  such  petition,  was  possessed 
of  sound  mind  and  memory,  and  full  tc^ 
tamentary  capacity,  and  that  said  will 
was  executed  without  fear,  fraud,  impar- 
tiality or  undue  influence,  which  decree 
shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  made  by 
said  court  after  the  death  of  the  testator 
on  the  probate  of  such  will,  and  such 
will  having  been  so  established  shall  not 
be  set  aside  or  impeached  on  the  grounds 
of  insanity  or  want  of  testamentary  ca- 
pacity on  the  part  of  the  testator,  or  that 
the  same  was  executed  through  fear, 
fraud,  impartiality,  or  undue  influence. 

'*Sect.  5.  Appeals  shaU  be  in  the 
same  manner  as  from  probate  of  wills. 

Sect.  6.  Nothing  in  this  act  contained 
shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  revoca- 
tion of  such  will,  or  alteration  or  other 
change  thereof,  as  in  ordinary  wills.*' 
Approved  April  11th  1883. 

The  great  learning  and  experience  of 
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Jadge  Campbell,  who  deliyered  the 
opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case,  would 
certainly  lead  one  to  consider  well  any 
opinion  he  might  express  adverse  to  the 
conclusion  arrived  at. 

The  question  seems  to  us  to  he  one  of 
considerable  difficulty.  In  the  absence 
of  the  briefs  of  counsel  we  have  ran- 
sacked the  books  for  some  broader  and 
more  satisfactory  definition  of  judicial 
power  than  that  given  by  the  learned 
judge,  but  without  success.  We  confess 
to  a  desire  to  (ind  some  reasonable 
ground  for  criticising  the  conclusion  ar- 
rived at,  for  if  the  unseemly  contests 
respecting  the  testamentary  capacity  of 
testators  can  be  legally  prevented,  it  is  a 
consummation  devoutly  to  be  wished. 
Judge  Campbell  says :  The  broadest 
definition  ever  given  to  judicial  power 
confines  it  to  controversies  between  con- 
flicting  parties  in  interest y  and  such  can 
never  be  the  condition  of  a  living  man 
and  his  possible  heirs.''  The  italics  are 
our  own. 

"  The  difference  between  the  depart- 
ments [of  government]  undoubtedly  is, 
the  legislative  makes,  the  executive  cxe- 
cates,  and  the  judiciary  construes,  the 
law:"  Per  Marshall,  C.  J.,  in  Way- 
man  t.  Southard,  10  Wheat.  46;  per 
Gibbon,  C.  J.,  in  Greenough  v.  Green- 
ough,  11  Penn.  St.  494. 

That  which  distinguishes  a  judicial 
from  a  legirlative  act  is,  that  one  is  a 
determination  of  what  the  existing  law 
is  in  relation  to  some  existing  thing 
already  done  or  happened,  while  the 
other  is  a  predetermination  of  what  the 
law  shall  be  for  the  regulation  of  all 
future  cases  falling  under  its  provisions: 
Bates  v.  Kimball,  2  Chip.  77. 

To  adjudicate  upon  and  protect  the 
rights  and  interests  of  individual  citi- 
zens, and  to  that  end  to  construe  and 
apply  the  laws,  is  the  peculiar  province 
of  the  judicial  department :  Cincinnati^ 
^c,  Rd,  Co.  v.  Commissioners,  djrc.,  1 
Ohio  St.  81  ;  Cooley  Const.  Lim.  ♦91. 

'*  The  former  [judicial  tribunals]  de- 


cide upon  the  legality  of  claims  and 
conduct,  and  the  latter  [legislative  tri- 
bunals] make  rules  upon  which,  in  con- 
nection with  the  constitution,  those  de- 
cisions should  be  founded.  It  is  the 
province  of  judges  to  determine  what 
the  law  is  upon  existing  cases.  In  fine, 
the  law  is  applied  by  the  one,  and  nuxde 
by  the  oiher.  To  do  the  first,  therefore, 
— ^to  compare  the  claims  of  parties  with 
the  laws  of  the  land  before  established, 
— is  in  its  nature  a  judicial  act.  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
It  is  the  province  of  judicial  power,  also, 
to  decide  private  disputes  between  or  con- 
cerning persons  ;  but  of  legislative  power 
to  regulate  public  concerns,  and  to  make 
laws  for  the  benefit  and  welfare  of  the 
state  :'*  Woodbury,  J.,  in  Merrill  v. 
Sherburne,  I  N.  H.  204.  See,  also,  gen- 
erally, Cooley  Const.  Lim.  ♦90-92. 

In  all  the  above  definitions,  when  not 
expressly  so  stated,  it  is  assumed  that 
there  is  a  controversy  between  parties 
in  interest,  upon  which  the  court  is 
called  to  act. 

The  law  of  parties  to  action  at  law  and 
in  chancery,  and  the  well-known  rule 
that  a  court  will  not  pass  upon  a  mere 
moot  case  or  one  in  which  there  is  no 
real  controversy,  are  also  additional  evi- 
dence of  the  correctness  of  the  decision 
in  the  principal  case.  Under  our  system, 
unlike  the  Roman  civil  law,  there  is  no 
other  method  of  growth  of  judge-made 
law  except  upon  actual  cases  arising 
between  parties  in  interest.  The  fact 
that  in  a  few  states  by  constitutional  en- 
actment the  legislative  or  executive  de- 
partments have  been  empowered  to 
require  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
'*upon  important  questions  of  law,  and 
upon  solemn  occasions,*'  in  advance  of 
actual  litigation,  would  seem  to  lend  ad- 
ditional foi-ce  to  the  definitions  above 
quoted.    See  Cooley*s  Const.  Lim.  ♦40. 

Upon  the  whole,  Judge  Campbell,  in 
the  clause  above  quoted,  seems  to  have 
struck  the  key-note  of  the  question,  and 
to  have  arrived  at  the  true  conclusion. 
However  desirable  it  may  be  to  have  a 
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tribanal  for  the  flettlement  of  yarious  in- 
teresting questions  between  parties  not 
legally  interested  under  our  present  con- 
stitutions, such  questions  must  be  relegated 
to  lyccums  and  debating  schools  ;  for  if 
once  the  principle  of  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion is  conceded  to  be  correct,  there  is  no 
limit  whatever  to  the  number  and  kind 
of  questions  that  may  be  propounded  to 
our  courts  for  discussion,  and  our  courts 
might  easily  become  moot  courts  to  which 
all  sorts  of  questions  as  well  as  contro- 
versies might  be  brought. 


The  end  sought  by  the  statute  is,  how- 
ever, a  meritorious  one,  which  might  be 
accomplished  by  some  such  system  of  ac- 
knowledgment and  record  as  is  applicable 
to  deeds  of  conveyance.  It  would  be 
easy  to  prepare  such  an  act,  and  it  is  to 
be  hoped  that  although  the  present  statute 
cannot  be  enforced,  it  has  subserved  a 
useful  purpose  in  drawing  attention  to  a 
subject  than  which  there  are  few  more 
important. 

Marshall  D.  Ewsll. 

Chicago. 
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SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT  OF  MAINE.^ 
COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS  OF  MARYLAND.* 

supreme  court  of  ohio.* 
supreme  court  of  rhode  island.^ 

Acknowledgment. 

By  Married  Woman — Sufficiency  of . — Under  a  statute  which  provided 
that  in  every  case  of  a  deed  executed  by  husband  and  wife  to  coovey 
the  wife's  realty,  the  wife  acknowledging  such  deed  or  instrument  shall 
be  examined  privily  and  apart  from  her  husband,  and  shall  declare  to 
the  officer  taking  such  acknowledgment  that  the  deed  or  instrument 
shown  and  explained  to  her  by  such  magistrate  is  her  voluntary  act,  and 
that  she  doth  not  wish  to  retract  the  same/'  an  acknowledgment  was  cer- 
tified to  as  follows  by  the  magistrate  who  took  it :  Personally  appeared 
S.  A.  J.  and  A.  J.,  wife  of  said  S.  A.  J.,  to  the  within  and  foregoing 
written  instrument  and  severally  acknowledged  the  same  to  be  their  free 
and  voluntary  act  and  deed,  hand  and  seal,  the  said  A.  J.  having  ac- 
knowledged separate  and  apart  from  the  said  husband  as  the  law  direct«, 
and  that  they  did  uot  wish  to  retract  the  same  HeUly  that  the  acknowl- 
edgment was  fatally  defective  :  Held^  further^  that  the  statutory  provision 
requiring  the  deed  to  be  shown  and  explained"  to  the  married  woman 
was  mandatory,  and  that  the  omission  from  the  magistrate's  certificate 
of  a  statement  that  the  deed  had  been  shown  and  explained*'  to  the 
married  woman  was  fatal :  Paine  v.  Baker,  15  R.  I 

Bills  of  Lading. 

Cotton  Shipped  by  Mistake  to  wong  Person — Bona  Fuh  Purchaser, 
— Z.  &  Sons,  and  S.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.,  of  Baltimore,  employed  the  firm  of 

I  From  J.  W,  Spanlding,  Esq.,  Reporter;  to  appear  in  77  Me.  Hep. 
>  From  J.  Shaaff  Stockett,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  63  Md.  Rep. 
»  From  George  B.  Okey,  Esq.,  Reporter  ;  to  appear  in  43  Ohio  St.  Rep. 
*  Fnim  Arnold  Green,  Esq.,  Reporter ;  to  appear  in  15  R.  1.  Rep. 
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G.  Bros.,  as  a  common  agent  for  the  sale  of  fertilizers  in  the  state  of 
Georgia.  The  fertilizers  were  sold  on  credit,  and  payment  was  secured 
hj  cotton  notes  of  the  purchasers,  payahle  to  G.  oros.,  agent  for  Z.  & 
Sons,  or  agent  for  S.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.,  as  the  case  might  he.  The  cotton 
notes  were  for  a  certain  sum  of  money,  with  the  privilege  to  the  makers 
of  redeeming  them  at  maturity  in  cotton  of  a  specified  quality,  and  at 
an  agreed  price.  When  sales  were  made,  G.  Bros.,  forwarded  the  pur- 
chasers' notes  to  their  principals  in  Baltimore,  and  when  the  notes 
matured,  they  were  returned  to  G.  Bros.,  for  collection.  Some  thirty- 
two  hales  of  cotton  received  in  payment  of  the  fertilizers  of  Z.  &  Sons, 
were  shipped  through  the  mistake  of  G.  Bros.,  to  S.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.,  and 
the  hills  of  lading  were  also  delivered  to  them ;  they  sold  the  cotton  and 
applied  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  an  indehtedness  of  G.  Bros,  to 
them.  Suhsequently  G.  Bros.,  discovering  their  mistake,  sent  to  Z.  & 
Sons  an  order  on  S.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.  for  the  cotton.  Demand  having  heen 
made,  and  delivery  refused,  Z.  &  Sons  sued  S.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.  in  trover  for 
the  conversion  of  the  cotton.  The  defendants  claimed  that  they  were 
bona  fide  holders  of  the  hills  of  lading  for  value,  and  that  they  therehy 
acquired  under  the  Act  of  1876,  ch.  262,  a  perfect  title  to  the  cotton, 
not  only  as  against  G.  Bros.,  hut  also  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  the  actual 
owners  :  Held^  that  the  plaintiffs  not  only  had  a  right  of  property  in  the 
cotton,  hut  a  right  to  its  immediate  possession,  and  were  entitled  to  hring 
their  action  of  trover  to  recover  damages  for  its  conversion  :  Seal  v. 
Zell,  63  Md. 

Constitutional  Law. 

Municipal  Assessment — New  Cvlvert  — Under  an  ordinance  for  that 
purpose,  the  city  of  Cleveland  improved  Kinsman  street,  hetween  cer- 
tain points,  by  grading,  draining  and  paving  the  same.  This  improve- 
ment included  the  construction  of  a  culvert  for  drainage,  and  the  cost 
of  the  improvement,  which  included  the  cost  of  the  culvert,  was  a.<«sessed 
upon  the  lots  bounding  and  abutting  thereon.  After  it  was  completed, 
and  the  assessment  was  made,  the  culvert  broke  down  and  became  use- 
less for  the  use  intended.  The  city  then  by  another  ordinance  provided 
for  the  construction  of  a  new  culvert  at  another  point  on  the  street,  in 
place  of  the  old  one,  the  cost  of  which  to  be  assessed  upon  property 
bounding  and  abutting  on  Kinsman  street,  within  the  termini  of  the 
original  improvement,  and  which  had  been  assessed  therefor,  but  not 
bounding  or  abutting  upon  the  culvert:  Hehi,  that  this  additional  as- 
sessment for  the  cost  of  the  new  culvert  was  not  authorized  by  law. 
Spangler  v.  Cleveland^  35  Ohio  St.  469,  approved  and  followed :  Wat- 
iersath  v.  Bradley,  43  Ohio  St. 

Criminal  Law. 

Juror — Questions  to. — At  the  trial  of  one  indicted  for  keeping  a  li- 
quor nuisance  the  presiding  justice  commits  no  error  in  refusing  to  allow 
a  juror  to  be  asked  on  his  voire  dire  whether  he  has  contributed  money 
for  the  prosecution  of  persons  generally  who  are  charged  with  keeping 
such  nuisances :  State  v.  Hoxsie,  15  R.  t. 

Damages. 

Tregpass  for  unauthorized  use  of  Land  by  Railroad, — An  action  of 
trespass  was  brought  against  a  railroad  for  running  cars  over  ground,  the 
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title  to  whicli,  owing  to  a  failare  to  comply  with  certain  statu tory  requi- 
sites, neyer  vested  in  the  railroad  :  HeM,  that  plaintiff  should  be  con- 
fined to  the  damages  caused  hy  the  acts  of  the  defendant  in  running  the 
cars  over  the  ground,  and  that  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  in 
this  action  either  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  tracks  or  the  valae  of 
the  land  taken  or  exemplary  damages  :  Bait,  ds  Ohio  RaUroad  Bovdy 
63  Md. 

Deed.    See  Acknowledgment. 
Ejectment. 

Title — PosMenion — Undivided  InferesL — Where  land  is  forfeited  to 
the  state  for  the  non-payment  of  taxes  assessed  upon  it,  and  the  state 
fails  to  convey  the  title  to  a  purchaser  for  the  reason  of  illegality  in  its 
proceedings  of  sale,  the  original  owner  has  a  better  claim  of  title  to  the 
land  than  the  purchaser  has,  and  he  may  maintain  an  action  against  the 
purchaser  therefor :  Chandler  v.  Wilton,  77  Me. 

A  person  having  for  over  twenty  years  a  recorded  deed  of  a  township 
of  mainly  wild  land,  during  the  time  lumbering  on  some  portions  of  it 
and  cultivating  other  portions,  does  not  thereby  divest  the  true  owner 
of  his  title  of  certain  lots  within  the  township,  such  lots  not  having 
been  occupied  during  that  period  of  time :  Id, 

A  person  who  obtains  the  title  of  three  of  the  five  heirs  of  an  owner 
of  land,  deceased,  can  recover  only  three  undivided  fifths  of  the  land  of 
a  person  in  possession,  although  the  latter  person  does  not  occupy  under 
the  other  heirs  ;  the  demandant  has  no  seisin  of  more  than  three  fifths 
of  the  land  :  Id, 

Equity. 

Re/ormafion — Character  o/  Proof  required — Lapse  of  TViije.— Where 
a  person  seeks  to  reform  an  instrument  upon  the  ground  of  mistake,  he 
must  not  only  show  clearly  and  beyond  doubt  that  there  has  been  a  mis- 
take, but  he  must  also  be  able  to  show  with  equal  clearness  and  cer- 
tainty the  exact  and  precise  form  and  import  that  the  instrument  ought 
to  be  made  to  assume,  in  order  that  it  may  express  and  effectuate  what 
was  really  intended  by  the  parties.  And  the  alleged  intention  of  the 
parties  to  which  it  is  sought  to  make  the  instrument  conform,  must  be 
shown  to  have  continued  in  their  mindn  concurrently  down  to  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  instrument :  Keedy  v.  Nally^  63  Md. 

The  application  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  mistake  should  be  made 
with  due  diligence,  and  time  runs  from  the  discovery  of  the  mistake : 
Id, 

An  agreement  in  writing  between  S.  and  N.  was  made  in  the  year  1862. 
S.  died  in  the  year  1883,  and  one  of  the  witnesses  to  the  agreement  also 
died.  In  the  year  1884,  N.  filed  a  bill  against  the  executor  of  S,,  to 
have  the  agreement  reformed  on  the  ground  of  mistake.  It  was  not  pre- 
tended that  N.  was  ignorant  of  what  was  written  in  the  agreenaeot,  or 
that  he  could  not  have  been  informed  of  it  by  the  use  of  due  diligence. 
The  agreement  was  at  all  times  accessible  to  him,  and  he  procured  its 
production  for  the  examination  of  his  counsel  in  respect  to  a  litigation 
between  himself  and  the  son  of  S.  sometime  before  the  death  of  either 
S.  or  the  deceased  subscribing  witness :  Held,  that  the  complainants' 
application  was  barred  by  the  great  lapse  of  time  from  the  date  of  the 
agreement  to  the  time  of  filing  the  bill :  Id, 


ABSTRACTS  OF  RECENT  DECISIONS.  799 

Evidence.   See  Negligence. 

Expert —  Who  u  such — Insanity, — Whether  a  physician,  called  in  a 
case,  is  qualified  to  testify  as  an  expert  upon  questions  of  insanity,  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  presiding  judge  to  decide,  and  his  decision  is 
usually  final.  In  extreme  cases  where  a  serious  mistake  has  been  com- 
mitted, through  some  accident,  inadvertence  or  misconception,  his  action 
may  be  reviewed  :  Fayette  v.  Chesterville,  77  Me. 

Skilful  and  reputable  physicians,  although  not  experts  upon  the  sub- 
ject, may  testify  to  the  mental  condition  of  their  patients  when  they 
have  adequate  opportunity  of  observing  and  judging  of  their  mental 
qualities.  But  this  does  not  embrace  a  case  where  a  single  examination 
was  made  by  a  physician  to  qualify  himself  as  a  witness  in  a  pending 
litigation:  Id. 

Execution.    See  Pension. 

Executor  and  Administrator. 

RigTU  to  Property — Fraudulent  Conveyance  by  Testator. — An  admin- 
istrator cannot  in  Rhode  Island  maintain  proceedins^s  to  recover  property 
conveyed  away  by  the  deceased,  though  the  conveyances  may  have  been 
in  fraud  of  creditors  and  the  property  may  be  needed  to  pay  the  debts 
of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  :  Estes  v.  Howland,  15  R.  I. 

In  such  case  the  defrauded  creditors  are  the  proper  parties  to  act: 
Id. 

An  administrator  is,  however,  the  proper  party  to  act,  in  order  to 
recover  sufficient  property  to  defray  the  expenses  of  administration  if 
the  assets  in  his  bunds  are  not  sufficient  for  this  purpose :  Id. 

When  a  bill  in  equity  was  brought  by  an  administrator  to  set  aside 
as  fraudulent  against  creditors  conveyances  made  by  the  deceased,  and 
it  did  not  appear  whether  the  administrator  held  sufficient  assets  to  pay 
the  expenses  of  administration  :  Heldj  that  the  bill  instead  of  being  dis- 
missed might,  if  the  administrator  lacked  funds  to  defray  the  expenses 
of  administration,  be  amended  by  setting  forth  this  fact  and  by  adding 
the  creditors  or  some  of  them  suing  for  themselves  and  the  others :  Id. 

Expert.    See  Evidence. 
Former  Recovery. 

Judgment  in  Tort — Previous  Judgment  in  Assumpsit. — A.  recovered 
judgment  in  assumpsit  against  B.  for  money  loaned.  A.  afterwards 
brought  case  against  B.  for  alleged  fraudulent  and  false  statements  made 
to  obtain  the  loan.  B.  pleaded  in  bar  the  judgment  aizainst  him  in 
assumpsit :  Held,  that  the  plea  was  not  good  :  Held,  further,  that  the 
value  of  the  judgment  in  assumpsit  was  to  be  considered  as  pro  tanto 
reducing  the  damages  recoverable  in  the  action  on  the  case  :  Whittier  v. 
Collins,  15  R.  I. 

Frauds,  Statute  of.    See  Specific  Performance. 

Parol  Contracts  for  Sale  of  Growing  Timber. — Parol  or  simple  con- 
tracts for  the  sale  of  growing  timber  to  be  cut  and  severed  from  the 
land  by  the  vendee  do  not  convey  any  interest  in  lands,  and  are  not 
therefore  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  :  Banton  v.  Shorey,  77  Me. 
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Highway.    See  Negligence. 
Husband  and  Wife.    See  Acknowledgment ;  Limitattong,  Slaiute  of. 
Injunction.   See  Way. 
Insanity.    See  Evidence, 
Insolvency.    See  Lib  Pendens. 
Insurance. 

Settlement  on  Wife  and  Children — Revocation  of. — F.  tok)k  out  a  life 
insurance  policy  payable  to  M.  and  the  children  of  F.  When  the  policy 
was  taken  out  M.  was  his  wife,  and  he  had  four  children  living  by  a 
former  wife.  Subsequently  a  child  was  born  to  F.  and  M.  Afterwards 
F.  and  M.  transferred  their  right,  title  and  interest  in  the  policy  by  an 
unsealed  instrument  signed  by  them,  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  of 
F.,  and  the  instrument  and  the  policy  were  delivered  to  the  creditor. 
No  question  was  made  as  to  the  validity  of  the  transfer.  On  a  hill 
of  interpleader  brought  by  the  insuring  company  after  the  deaths  of  F. 
and  M. :  Held,  that  the  policy  was  an  executed,  irrevocable,  voluntary 
settlement  in  favor  of  the  wife  and  the  children  in  being  when  it  was 
taken  out:  Held,  further,  that  F.  and  M.  could  pledge  or  assign  the 
policy  to  the  extent  of  their  interests  in  it:  Held, further,  the  policy 
being  for  $5000,  that  one-fifth  of  ih'w  amount  was  due  to  the  creditor 
and  one-fifth  to  each  of  the  four  children  :  Held,  further,  one  of  the  four 
children  having  died  a  minor  before  F.,  that  the  one-fifth  due  this  child 
should  be  paid  to  his  legal  representative,  if  any,  and  if  none,  to  the 
administrator  of  F.,  the  child's  father  and  next  of  kin  :  Qmn.  Mut. 
Life  Lis.  Co.  V.  Balfiwin,  16  R.  I. 

Separate  Policies  in  different  Companies — Several  Liability — Election 
to  Rebuild — Separate  Compromise — Measure  of  Liability  — A  policy  of 
insurance  on  a  building  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  reserved  to  the 
insurer  the  right  to  repair  or  rebuild  upon  giving  notice  of  such  inten- 
tion within  ninety  days  after  proof  of  loss.  After  such  proof  the  insurer 
served  notice  of  its  intention  to  rebuild,  acting  jointly  with  other 
insurance  companies  claiming  to  be  interested."  At  the  time  of  the  fire 
and  of  this  notice,  there  were  ten  separate  policies,  in  as  many  different 
companies,  upon  the  same  building;  eight  of  which  served  like  notices, 
severally  signed  by  the  company  serving  them.  Before  the  time  expired 
to  rebuild,  but  while  these  insurers  were  taking  steps  for  that  purpose, 
the  plaintiff  compromised  and  settled  with  all  said  companies  so  electing  to 
rebuild,  except  defendant,  and  released  each  of  them  from  all  liability, 
receiving  for  such  release  an  amount  of  money  in  the  aggregate  much 
less  than  the  amount  of  these  policies.  The  defendant's  policy  had  this 
condition  :  ^*  In  no  case  shall  the  claim  be  for  a  greater  sum  than  the 
actual  damages  to  or  cash  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  fire ; 
nor  shall  the  assured  be  entitled  to  recover  of  this  company  in  a  greater 
proportion  of  the  loss  or  damage  than  the  amount  hereby  insured  bears 
to  the  whole  sum  insured  on  said  property,  whether  such  other  insurance 
be  by  specific,  or  by  general,  or  floating  policies,  and  without  reference 
to  the  solvency  or  liability  of  other  insurance."  Held:  1.  That  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  was  several  and  not  joint  and  that  the  service 
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by  defeadant  of  its  intentioa  to  rebuild,  acting  jointlj  witb  tbe  otber 
companies,  converted  the  respective  policies  from  contracts  for  a  money 
indemnity  into  contracts  of  indemnity  payable  in  repairing  or  rebuilding, 
to  be  performed  in  the  time  named  in  the  policy,  but  if  no  time  is  speci- 
fied then  within  a  reasonable  time.  2.  That  the  service  of  the  notices 
did  not  operate  to  change  the  terms  of  this  policy.  Hence  the  plain- 
tiff may  recover  on  this  policy,  such  share  of  the  whole  damages  as  the 
sum  insured  bears  to  the  whole  amount  insured  without  reference  to  the 
solvency  or  liability  of  other  insurance.  3.  That  after  the  policy  has 
been  thus  converted  into  a  building  contract,  the  insured  might  settle 
and  compromise  with  any  of  the  companies  thus  bound  to  rebuild  with- 
out releasing  the  others  from  such  proportionate  share  of  such  loss  as 
their  policies  bore  to  the  aggregate  insurance.  4.  That  in  ascertaining 
defendant's  proportionate  share  of  the  entire  loss  reference  must  be  bad 
to  tlie  aggregate  insurance  without  regard  to  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
companies  had  been  settled  with  for  a  less  sum  than  they  were  liable  for, 
or  that  others  did  not  elect  to  rebuild,  or  were  insolvent  or  not  liable : 
€h)od  V.  Buckeye  Mut.  Fire  Ins,  Co,y  43  Ohio  St. 

Jury.    See  Trial 

Landlord  and  Tenant.   See  Trtipau. 

License.   See  Way. 

Life  Estate. 

Life  Tenant — Income — Partnership  Profits — Corpus  of  Estate, — A 
testator  devised  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  wife  in  trust  for  herself 
for  life,  with  remainder  over.  Just  before  his  death  he  entered  into  a 
co-partnership  which  was  to  continue  for  three  years,  and  even  in  the 
event  of  his  death  to  be  carried  on  until  the  end  of  that  period.  Heldj 
That  the  profits  derived  from  the  testator's  share  in  the  partnership 
belonged  to  the  life-tenant  as  income,  and  did  not  constitute  a  part  of 
the  corpus  of  the  testator's  estate  :  Heighe  v.  Littig^  63  Md. 

Limitations,  Statute  of.    See  Municipal  OorporcUion. 

Exception  as  to  Married  Women — How  far  affected  by  subsequent 
Legislation  enlarging  their  Powers. — The  Act  of  April  3d  1861,  consti- 
tuting the  real  and  personal  property  of  a  married  woman  her  separate 
estate,  and  the  provisions  of  section  28  of  the  Civil  Code  (now  Rev. 
Stats.,  sec.  4996),  authorising  her  to  sue  and  be  sued  alone,  did  not 
repeal  by  implication  the  saving  clause  in  the  Statute  of  Limitations  secur- 
ing to  married  women  the  right  to  maintain  actions  within  the  respective 
times  limited  after  such  disability  is  removed :  Ashley  v.  Rockwell^  43 
Ohio  St. 

Lis  Pendens. 

Insolvency  Proceedings — Assignment  Pending, — While  proceedings 
were  pending  against  A.  and  B.  copartners,  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  of  their  property  under  proceedings  in  insolvency,  A.  made  an 
assignment  of  his  individual  property  to  C.  The  receiver  afler  his 
appointment  petitioned  the  court  for  an  order  upon  A.  and  C.  requiring 
them  to  join  in  a  conveyance  to  him  of  the  assigned  realty  and  to  trans- 
fer to  him  the  assigned  personalty :  Eeld^  that  the  assignment  was  sub- 
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jeet  to  the  doctrine  of  lis  pendens,  and  that  the  petition  of  the  reeeiyer 
should  be  granted :  Petition  of  Frank  S.  Arnold,  15  R.  I. 

MASTsa  AND  Servant.    See  Municipal  Corporation. 

Mechanic's  Lien. 

StaJhUory  Requirements, — A  mechanic's  lien  exists,  and  is  opentiTe  by 
Tirtne  of  statntory  law  only,  and  unless  the  substantial  requirements  of 
the  law  are  observed,  the  claimant  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  remedy. 
While  the  courts  are  always  prepared  to  construe  the  law  liberally,  and 
as  remedial  in  its  nature,  and  to  allow  all  proper  and  necessary  amend- 
ments to  be  made,  yet  all  the  proceedings  must  be  in  substantial  accord 
with  the  main  requirements  of  the  statute  :  Kenly  v.  SiUers  of  Charity^ 
63  Md. 

MORTGAQE. 

Failure  to  Record — Right  of  subsequent  Purchaser — Interest  of  Mort- 
gagor who  Sells  and  Receives  Purchase- Moneg  Mortgage. — The  mort- 
gagor in  an  unrecorded  mortgage,  who  sells  and  conveys  the  mortgaged 
property,  and  concurrently  takes  back  a  mortgage  from  the  purchaser  to 
secure  the  purchase-money,  retains  such  an  interest  in  the  property  as 
may  be  taken  in  equity  and  applied  on  the  debt  secured  by  the  unre- 
oordcd  mortgage  :  Home  BuUding  and  Loan  Association  v.  Clark,  43 
Ohio  St. 

The  purchaser  from  the  mortgagor  of  lands  encumbered  by  an  unre- 
corded mortgage,  takes  title  thereto  free  from  such  encumbrance,  even 
if  he  has  full  knowledge  and  notice  of  its  existence,  and  that  it  is  unpaid 
at  the  date  of  his  purchase  :  Id, 

If  a  judgment  creditor  procures  a  judgment  against  such  a  purchaser 
after  such  unrecorded  mortgage  has  been  recorded,  his  lien  thereunder 
is  valid  as  against  such  mortgage,  and  upon  a  judicial  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  the  proceeds  of  sale  will  be  applied  to  pay  such  judgment 
lien,  in  preference  to  the  mortgage  which  was  not  recorded  at  the  date 
of  such  purchase :  Id. 

Foredosure  by  Senior  Mortgagee — Rights  of  Junior  Mortgagee.-^ 
Where  a  senior  mortgagee  forecloses  his  mortgage,  and  sells  the  pro- 
perty, without  making  a  junior  mortgagee  a  party,  or  giving  him  notice, 
the  purchaser,  at  such  judicial  sale,  whether  it  be  the  senior  mortgagee 
or  a  stranger,  acquires  his  title  subject  to  the  right  of  redemption  by 
the  junior  mortgagee,  and  the  same  rule  applies  where  the  junior  mort- 
gagee has  assigned  all  his  interest  in  the  mortgage,  and  the  notes 
secured  thereby  to  a  third  person,  who  is  not  a  party  and  is  without 
notice  of  such  proceedings  and  sale :  HoUiger  v.  Bates,  43  Ohio  St. 

Municipal  Corporation.    See  Constitutional  Law;  Negligence, 

Injury  to  Bridge — Parties  to  Action  for — Statute  of  Limitations.^' 
The  board  of  commissioners  of  a  county  is  the  proper  party  to  brin^ 
an  action  to  reimburse  the  county  for  expense  incurred  by  such  board  in 
rebuilding  a  bridge  upon  a  county  road  within  the  limits  of  a  Tillage, 
which  bridge  had  been  so  far  wrongfully  injured  by  a  railroad  company 
ia  the  construction  of  its  railroad  across  such  county  road,  as  to  require 
the  construction  of  a  new  bridge.    Railroad  Co.  v.  Ommimwen,  36 
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Ohio  St.  1,  distinguished  :  Oommxuioners  v.  Newark^  S.  <b  IS,  Rd.  Co.y 
43  Ohio  St. 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  against  such  cause 
of  action  until  the  complete  restoration  of  such  bridge,  by  the  commis- 
sioners, to  its  former  condition  of  usefulness  and  safety ;  and  does  not 
interpose  a  bar  to  recovery  within  six  years  after  such  restoration :  Id. 

Tort  of  Officer — DUcharge  of  Inferior  Employee — Suit  for  Damage*' 
— The  foreman  of  an  engine  company  in  the  fire  department  of  Balti- 
more city,  was  dismissed  by  the  fire  commissioners  from  the  service  of 
the  department,  for  disrespect  to  his  superiors.  In  an  action  brought  by 
him  against  the  city,  to  recover  the  salary  claimed  to  have  become  due 
to  him  since  the  date  of  his  dismissal,  it  was  held :  Ist.  That  the  de- 
fendant could  not  be  held  responsible  for  the  determination  of  the  fire 
commissioners,  but  they  alone  must  answer  for  the  want  of  good  faith, 
if  any  existed,  in  dismissing  their  appointee.  2d.  That  if  there  were 
no  arrears  of  salary  at  the  time  of  dismissal,  any  wrong  done  by  the 
commissioners  must  be  redressed  by  an  action  of  damages  against  them, 
and  not  the  city.  8d.  That  their  right  of  removal  being  absolute,  the 
discharged  employee  ceased  to  be  an  incumbent  of  the  position,  and 
could  no  longer  sustain  a  demand  for  salary  as  such,  however  its  subse- 
quent loss  might  enter  as  an  element  into  the  damages  to  be  recovered 
of  the  commissioners,  for  fraudulent  or  illegal  conduct  in  his  removal : 
Mayor^  <fcc.,  of  Baltimore  v.  O^^eill,  63  Md. 

Neqliqenoe. 

Proof  of — General  Character  for  Carefulness. — In  an  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries  received  by  a  collision  at  a  railroad  crossing,  evidence  will 
not  be  received  to  show  the  general  character  and  habits  of  the  traveller 
for  carefulness,  as  bearing  upon  the  question  of  due  care  on  his  part, 
though  the  injuries  occasioned  death  before  he  could  tell  how  the  acci- 
dent happened,  and  no  one  saw  him  at  the  time  of  the  collision :  Chase 
V.  Maine  Cent.  Rd.  Co.,  77  Me. 

In  such  a  case  the  natural  instinct  for  self-preservation  does  not  afford 
proof  of  the  absence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  trav- 
eller. It  may  give  character  or  force  to  facts  already  proved,  but  it  does 
not  of  itself  add  or  create  proof :  Id. 

Toton — Highway — Want  of  Repair — Contributory  Negligence. — A 
town  is  not  required  to  render  a  way  passable  for  the  entire  width  of  the 
whole  located  limits :  Morse  v.  Inhabitants  of  Belfast,  77  Me. 

In  determining  the  question  whether  a  way  is  safe  and  convenient 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  is  enough  that  the  way  is  safe  and 
convenient  in  view  of  such  casualties  as  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  happen  to  travellers  :  Id. 

The  law  has  not  prescribed  what  imperfections  in  a  way  will  be  con- 
sidered as  constituting  a  defect  or  want  of  repair.,  so  as  to  render  a  town 
liable  if  an  injury  is  occasioned  thereby.  These  are  questions  of  fact, 
generally,  for  the  jury  to  settle,  under  proper  instructions :  Id. 

In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  received  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  a 
way  the  question,  whether  the  plaintiff  or  driver  was  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  is  proper  for  the  jury  to  consider  and  determine:  Id. 
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Pension. 

Exemption  from  Execution, — By  the  statates  of  the  United  Stata, 
the  moDey  due  a  peDsioner  is  exempted  from  attachment  or  seizure  opoo 
legal  process  while  it  remains  with  the  pension  office  or  any  ofieer  or 
agent  thereof,  or  is  in  course  of  transmission  from  such  officer  or 
agent  to  the  pensioner,  hut  not  after  the  money  has  come  to  the  pen- 
sioner's hands ;  when  the  money  is  actually  in  the  possession  of  the 
pensioner  the  protection  ceases :  Friend  y.  Garceion,  77  Me. 

Pledge — Attachment, — ^Onewho  loans  money  to  a  pension  claimant  to 
enable  him  to  establish  his  claim,  and  to  be  repaid  when  the  pension  money 
is  received,  is  not  debarred  from  recovering  back  his  loan  by  U.  S.  B. 
S.,  sect.  5485  :  Crane  v.  Inhab,  of  Jjinneus,  77  Me. 

A  verbal  promise  by  a  pension  claimant,  to  pay  a  debt,  when  he  ^^ 
ceives  his  pension,  or  out  of  his  pension,  b  not  such  a  pledge,  mortgage, 
assignment,  transfer,  or  sale  of  the  pension  claim,  as  is  forbidden  by 
U.  S.  R.  S.,  sect.  4745  :  Jd. 

When  the  pension  check  has  come  into  the  bands  of  the  pensioner,  it 
b  then  at  his  free  disposal,  and  its  proceeds  aie  liable  to  attachment, 
unaffected  by  U.  S.  R.  S.,  sect.  4747  :  Id, 

Rail&OAD.    See  Damagei  ;  Negligence  ;  Way. 

RsFORMATiON.    See  Equity, 

Specific  Performance. 

Parol  Contract  for  Land, — A  parol  agreement  for  the  conveyance 
of  land  may  be  enforced  in  equity  in  behalf  of  the  vendee  whose  partial 
performance  has  been  such  that  fraud  would  result  to  him  unless  the 
vendor  be  compelled  to  perform  on  his  part:  Woodbury  Gardner^ 
77  Me. 

Thus,  where  the  vendee,  with  the  assent  of  the  vendor,  took  open, 
actual  possession  of  the  premises  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  made 
permanent  erections  thereon,  promptly  paid  the  taxes  assessed  thereon 
to  him  by  direction  of  the  vendor  and  substantially  performed  his  agree- 
ment, specific  performance  was  decreed  against  the  vendor's  sole  devisee: 
Id, 

Taxation.   See  Constitutional  Law. 
Trespass. 

Landlord  and  Tenant, — A  landlord  cannot  maintain  trespass  for  injory 
to  the  premises  let,  done  by  the  tenant  during  the  tenancy.  His  remedy 
is  trespass  on  the  case :  Carroll  v.  Rigney,  15  R.  I. 

Trover.    See  BUh  of  Lading. 

Trial. 

Instruction  to  Jury — Personal  Knowledge. — An  instruction  which  an- 
thorices  a  jury,  in  determining  an  issue  presented  to  them,  to  infer  what 
was  the  fact  from  the  evidence,  *^  or  from  such  personal  knowledge  as 
you  may  have  in  relation  to  matters  of  this  kind,''  is  erroneous : 
lau  V.  Trask,  77  Me. 


ABSTBACTS  OF  RECENT  DECISIONS. 


805 


Wat. 

Railroad — License — Revocation — Injunction. — A  railway  company 
whioh  has  entered  upon  land  under  a  license  from  the  owner,  and  con- 
structed its  road,  cannot  plead  such  license  as  a  defence  to  an  action  of 
trespass  quare  dausum  fregit^  for  running  its  trains  over  said  land, 
brought  by  the  owner  thereof :  Baltimore  &  Hanover  Rd,  Co.  v.  Algire, 
63  Md. 

A  right  of  way  is  such  an  interest  in  land  as  cannot  be  acquired  by  a 
mere  license.  It  can  only  be  acquired  in  this  state  in  the  mode  provided 
by  the  statute,  that  is,  by  deed  duly  executed  and  recorded  :  Id. 

Where  a  railway  company  has  the  right  under  its  charter  to  acquire  a 
right  of  way  over  certain  land  by  condemnation,  and  proceedings  for 
such  purpose  are  dispensed  with  by  reason  of  the  consent  of  the  owner 
of  the  land  to  the  construction  of  the  road,  and  he  subsequently,  after 
the  road  has  been  built  at  large  expense,  revokes  his  consent,  a  court  of 
equity  will  restrain  him  from  interfering  with  the  railway  company  in 
the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  right  of  way  pending  proceedings  to  have 
the  same  condemned  :  Id. 

Piihlic  Way — Dedication —  U$e — Right  of  Ovmer  of  Soil. — The  ex- 
istence of  a  public  way  may  be  established  by  evidence  of  an  uninter- 
rupted user  by  the  public  for  twenty  years ;  the  presumption  being  that 
such  long-continued  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  public  of  such  way  had 
a  legal  rather  than  an  illegal  origin  :  Thomcu  v.  Fordj  63  Md. 

At  the  common  law,  however,  the  principle  of  presumptive  dedica- 
tion, or  qiuMii  prescription,  does  not  apply  to  give  rise  to  a  right  in  the 
general  public  to  use  the  land  of  an  individual  on  a  navigable  river,  as 
a  public  landing,  and  place  of  deposit  of  wood  and  other  articles  of 
property  for  an  indefinite  time :  Id. 

The  existence  of  an  ordinary  highway  over  the  land  of  an  owner, 
whether  it  had  its  origin  by  condemnation,  dedication  or  prescription, 
does  not  divest  him  of  the  property  in  the  soil.  In  such  case  he  has 
full  dominion  and  control  over  the  land,  subject  to  the  easement  in  the 
public,  and  he  may  recover  it  in  ejectment,  or  bring  an  action  for  tres- 
pass against  any  person  who  deposits  wood,  stones  or  rubbish  upon  the 
soil,  or  otherwise  infringes  upon  the  ordinary  proprietory  rights  of  the 
owner  of  the  soil^  in  a  manner  not  in  the  use  of  the  easement  as  a  high- 
way :  Id. 

Will. 

Attestation. — Under  a  statute  requiring  that  a  will  shall  be  attested 
and  subscribed  in  the  presence  of  the  testator  the  witness  must  actually 
sign  in  the  testator's  presence ;  acknowledgment  in  the  presence  of  the 
testator  of  the  witness's  signature  affixed  in  the  testator's  absence,  is  a 
nullity:  Toum  of  Fawtucket  v.  BaUou^  15  R.  I. 

Devise — Lapse — Gift  of  /?e«tWK«.— Residuary  testamentary  disposition 
as  follows :  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  the  rest,  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  my  estate,  real,  personal  and  mixed,  wherever  and  however 
situate,  of  which  I  am  now  possessed,  or  may  die  seised  or  possessed, 
unto  my  sons  S.,  T.,  B.,  H.,  J.  and  C,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same 
with  all  the  privileges  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging,  to  them 
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the  said  S.,  T.,  B.,  H.,  J.  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever/'  Hdd^ 
the  devisees  being  individually  named  and  nothing  in  the  will  or  in  the 
testator's  circumstances  indicating  a  different  intent,  that  the  devisees 
took  as  individuals  not  as  a  class  :  Church  v.  Churchy  15  R.  I. 

One  of  these  sons  died  without  issue  before  the  testator  :  Held,  that 
the  deceased  son's  share  lapsed,  and  at  the  testator's  death  descended  to 
his  heirs  as  intestate  estate  :  Id. 

A  general  residuary  devise  or  bequest  carries  lapsed  or  void  devises  or 
bequests,  but  does  not  include  any  gift  which  fails,  of  the  residue  itself : 
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Abbott. — A  Brief  for  the  Trial  of  Civil  Issues  before  a  Jury.  By  Austin 
Abbott.    8vo.,  pp.  201.    New  York :  Diossy  k  Co. 

Bbach. — A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Contributory  Negligence.  By  C.  F. 
Bbach,  Jr.   8vo.,  pp.  512.    New  York:  Baker,  Voorhis  A  Co. 

BooNB. — Pleading  under  the  Codes.  Adapted  to  use  in  the  several  States 
and  Territories  which  have  adopted  the  System  of  Reformed  Procedure,  and 
in  all  the  Courts  where  that  System  prevails.  By  Charles  T.  Boons.  12mo., 
pp.  581.    San  Francisco:  Sumner,  Whitney  k  Co. 

Brownb. — A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Trade-Marks  and  Analogous  Subjects 
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2d  ed.    Revised  and  Enlarged.   8yo.,  pp.  737.  Boston :  Little,  Brown  k  Co. 
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change Securities.  IV.  Miscellaneous.  By  C.  Cavanagh.  2d  ed.  870.,  pp. 
805.    London :  Wm.  Clowes  k  Sons,  Limited. 

Chamberlain. — The  doctrine  of  Stare  Decisis  ;  its  Reasons  and  its  Extent. 
Prize  Essay  of  the  New  York  State  Bar  Association,  awarded  January  10th 
1885.    By  D.  II.  Chamberlain.   8vo.,  pp.  31. 
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the  Cases  where  these  Patents  have  been  subsequently  Litigated,  and  Con- 
strued, Sustained  or  held  Invalid.  By  Frank  MacArthur.  Vol.  1.  8vo.» 
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ACCORD. 

1.  Agreement  to  accept  smaller  ram  in  satisfaction  of  debt,  carried  into 
execation  hj  receipt  of  money  and  execution  of  release,  &c.,  is  valid  and  irrevo- 
cable.  Gordon  v.  Moore,  618. 

2.  Agreement  to  accept  from  third  person,  in  behalf  of  debtor,  money  or 
security  for  smaller  sum  in  satisfaction  of  whole  is  binding.  Id. 

3.  Agreement  between  judgment  debtor  and  creditor  that,  in  consideration 
of  debtor  paying  down  part  of  debt  and  coste,  and  on  condition  of  his  paying 
residue  by  instalments,  creditor  will  not  proceed  on  judgment,  is  nudum  pactum, 
and  does  not  prevent  creditor,  after  payment  of  whole  debt  and  costs,  from 
enforcing  payment  of  interest.    Foaket  t.  Bter,  21. 

ACCOUNT. 

1.  An  account  rendered  isonly;>rNRa  fade  evidence  against  party  making 
it.    Clark  T.  Marhourg,  478. 

2.  In  absence  of  fraud,  mistake  or  ignorance  of  his  rights,  owner  of  building 
cannot  open  account  stated  between  himself  and  builder,  and  defend  note  given 
in  settlement  on  ground  of  damages,  from  delay  in  prosecution  of  the  work,  for 
which  at  settlement  he  had  made  no  claim.    Picket  v.  Assodalion^  208. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

Statute  requiring,  in  case  of  deed  by  husband  and  wife  of  wife's  realty,  that 
deed  be  shown  and  explained' '  to  wife  by  officer  taking  the  acknowledgment, 
omission  from  officer's  certificate  that  this  has  been  done,  is  fatal.  Paine  y. 
Baker,  796. 

ACTION.    See  Chbck.    Commoit  Cabbier,  2.   Confliot  of  Laws,  1.  Cob- 

PORATION,  28.     FORMEB  RbCOYEBY,  1.     FbAUD,  3.    HuSBAND  AND  WiFE, 

4,  5,  19.    Judgment,  1.    Limitations,  Statute  of,  4.  Officeb. 

1 .  Trespass  on  the  freehold  will  not  lie  in  Vermont  for  trespass  oq  land  in 
Massachusetts.    Nile     Howe,  680. 

2.  Homicide  of  person  in  one  state  on  line  of  railroad  purchased,  owned  and 
worked  by  railroad  company  in  another,  is  actionable  in  latter  state.  Centred 
Railroad  Co,  y.  Swint,  138. 

3.  In  such  a  case,  administrator  in  first  state  for  use  of  widow  and  children, 
could  bring  suit  in  latter  state  by  complying  with  statutory  requirements  thereof, 
but  not  otherwise.  And  if  administrator  be  appointed  in  latter  state,  he  may 
bring  the  suit  for  like  uses.    Id,    See  infra,  7. 

4.  A.  allowed  water  to  collect  in  his  cellar  so  that  it  found  its  way  into  B.'s 
cellar  which  atl joined,  but  was  somewhat  deeper.  Held,  that  A.  was  liable. 
Snow  Y.  Whitehead,  230,  and  note, 

5.  Action  on  bond  given  on  the  issue  of  temporary  injunction  in  suit  brought 
for  perpetual  injunction  i^  premature  until  final  judgment  in  injunction  suit ; 
voluntary  dismissal  of  same  by  plaintiff'  is  such  final  judgment.  Brown  v. 
Galena  Co.,  71, 

6.  If  A.  borrows  money  for  B.,  securing  same  by  transfer  of  stock  furnished 
by  B.,  to  whom  the  money  borrowed  is  paid  by  A.,  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained by  A.  against  B.,  before  A.  has  repaid  the  money,  or  sustained  some 
loss.    Reeve  v.  Dennett,  269. 
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7.  Administrator  appointed  in  one  state  cannot  maintain  action  in  another, 
where  law  of  state  of  appointment  prohibits  him  from  instituting,  maintaining 
or  proeecnting  action  in  his  own  state  for  damages  from  death  of  intestate 
throngh  another's  negligence.    Limekiller  ▼.  Railroad  Co.,  269. 

8.  Lies  for  conspiring  to  prevent  collection  of  tax  levied  nnder  mandamus  to 
pay  judgments  of  plaintiff  and  others,  and,  by  threats  and  hostile  demonstra- 
tions, preventing  any  bidding  at  advertised  sale  of  horses,  Ac.,  levied  upon  by 
collector,  and  intimidating  tax  payers  so  that  they  did  not  pay  the  tax.  Fmd- 
lay  y.  McAUitter,  268. 

9.  Does  not  lie  by  A.  against  B.  for  conspiracy  between  B.  and  C,  in 
obtaining  judgment  against  A.  in  court  of  anotlier  state  having  jurisdiction  of 
subject-matter  and  partiesi,  in  which  A.  appeared  and  answered,  but  was 
defaulted,  which  judgment  remains  in  force,  and  to  satisfy  which  A.*s  property 
in  that  state  was  sold.    Ergstrom  v.  Sherbum^  209. 

10.  One  with  whom  contract  for  carriage  of  goods  is  made,  and  who  is 
described  therein  as  consignor,  consignee  and  sole  owner,  may  maintain  action 
to  recover  overcharge  exacted  by  carrier  as  condition  of  delivery,  although  he 
was  not  in  fact  owner  and  did  not  personally  furnish  and  pay  ovcrchage. 
Waterman  v.  Ry,  Co.,  189. 

11.  Privity  of  contract,  express  or  implied,  is  necessary  to  maintenance  of 
action  for  money  had  and  received.    Nolan  v.  Manton,  71. 

12.  Widow  received  from  s&vings'  bank  money  deposited  by  her  husband  in 
his  name.  Letters  of  administration  on  husband's  estate  were  afterwards 
granted  to  another.  In  suit  against  her  by  administrator  for  money  had  and 
received,  heldy  that  if  she  received  the  money  to  pay  it  to  administrator  when 
appointed,  or  to  hold  for  benefit  of  husband's  estate,  the  suit  might  be  main- 
tained ;  but  otherwise,  if  she  received  the  money  as  her  own,  as  there  would 
then  be  no  privity  of  contract.  Jd, 

13.  Where  there  is  a  contract  for  delivery  of  certain  articles  in  different 
quantities  and  at  specified  intervals,  a  notice  not  to  send  any  more,  given 
before  completion,  entitles  seller  to  consider  contract  at  an  end.  Textor  r, 
Eutchins,  208. 

14.  Quceref  Whether  it  entitles  injured  party  to  immediate  action  for 
damages  in  respect  to  all  future  deliveries.  Id. 

15.  Shortly  after  such  notice  but  before  time  for  completion  of  contract,  a 
composition  having  been  made  with  certain  creditors,  including  party  injured, 
and  he  then  claiming  no  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract,  Ae/cf,  that  he  could 
not  afterwards  maintain  action  therefor.  Id, 

16.  Where  railroad  company  agreed  with  city  to  pay  given  sum  on  cost  of 
viaduct  proposed  to  be  constructed  in  street,  there  being  no  illegal  motive  in 
tendering  such  aid,  held,  that  company  was  not  jointly  liable  with  city  in  tort 
for  private  injury  to  adjoining  property  caused  by  viaduct.    CulberUon  Co. 
City,  412. 

17.  City  alone  has  authority  to  construct  viaduct  in  street,  and  when  one  is 
so  constructed  by  city,  even  when  done  under  joint  superintendence  of  city 
official  and  chief  engineer  of  railroad  company,  which  paid  part  of  the  price, 
hdd^  that  viaduct  was  still  public  property  belonging  to  city  alone.  Id, 


ACTS  OF  CONGRESS. 
1850,  September  9. 
1856,  June  15. 
1874,  Revised  Statutes. 


Sec  CONBTITUTIOHAL  LaW,  26. 

See  CoKSTiTDTioNAL  Law,  8. 


Sect.  563. 
Sect.  639. 
Sect.  649. 
Sect.  721. 
Sect.  3564. 
Sect.  4450. 
Sect.  4745. 
Sect.  4747. 
Sect.  5219. 
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See  CoNBTiTUTiONAL  Law,  32. 

See  Removal  of  Causes,  9. 

See  Pragtioe,  2. 

See  United  States  Courts,  2. 

See  United  States,  1. 

See  Admiralty,  3. 

See  Pension,  3. 
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See  National  Bank. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  8. 
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ACTS  OF  CONGRESS. 
1874,  Sect.  5485. 
Sect.  5508. 


See  Pension,  2. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  1 6. 

See  Municipal  Corporation,  1 4. 

See  Removal  of  Causes,  1,  S,  5,  7,  9. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  14. 


1875,  March  S. 
1875,  March  3. 
1882,  AuguMC  3. 


ADMINISTRATOR.    See  Executors  and  Ar>MiNi8TEATORB. 

ADMIRALTY.    See  Constitutional  Law,  32.    SEr-OrF,  1. 

1.  Words  in  charter  paity,  **iiow  sailed,  or  about  to  sail,  from  Bcnizof, 
with  carj^  for  Philadelphia,"  require  vensel  to  be  already  loaded.  The  Wick- 
ham,  209. 

2.  Where  certain  claims  for  damages  were  rejected  by  District  Court  because 
not  included  in  orif;inal  libel,  held  that  Circuit  Court,  on  appeal,  could,  in  its 
discretion,  permit  libellants  to  file  supplemental  and  amended  libel  setting  up 
such  claims.    The  Charles  Morgan^  539. 

3.  Findings  of  board  of  localinspectors  and  documents  connected  therewith, 
in  proceeding  under  Rev.  Stat.,  sect.  4450,  for  investigation  of  facts  connected 
with  collision,  so  far  as  they  had  a  bearing  on  conduct  of  licensed  officers  on 
board  the  boats,  are  inadmissible  in  collision  suit  in  admiralty  when  ortercd  by 
defendants,  as  tending  to  affect  evidence  offered  by  libellants  to  show  that  their 
boat  was  in  her  proper  position  and  had  proper  watches  and  lights  set  at  the 
time  of  collision.  Id. 

AGENT.    See  Attachment,  2.    Bank,  2-4.   Corporation,  26.  Evidence, 
11.    Insurance,  24.    Mortoaoe,  22.    Partnership,  6,  7. 

1.  Consul  signing  note  as  consul  is  individually  liable  thereupon.  De  Bian  v. 
Cro/a,  777,  and  note, 

2.  Consular  seal  does  not  make  the  note  a  single  bill.  Id. 

8.  General  agent  of  absent  principal,  having  sole  authority  to  manage  his 
business,  will  necessarily  have  authority  to  bring  suits  to  collect  debts,  and 
insurance  in  case  of  loss  by  fire.    German  Co.  v.  Grunert,  479. 

4.  Who  receives  money  for  his  principal  upon  contract  not  criminal  or  im- 
moral in  its  character,  but  contrary  to  public  policy  only,  will  be  estopped  from 
setting  up  supposed  illegality  of  such  contract  in  defence  to  action  by  principal. 
Taiflor  V.  PelU,  742. 

5.  Where  association  of  several  railroad  companies  is  formed  for  transaction 
of  business  of  common  carrier,  which  is  conducted  by  general  managers  of  each, 
as  in  case  of  partnership,  so  long  as  one  of  companies  nets  within  general  scope 
of  its  powers,  association  will  be  bound,  though  particular  company  has  exceeded 
its  authority,  as  tested  by  article  of  association.  £.  and  P.  Despatch  v.  Cecti, 
539. 

6.  Contract  of  railway  company  or  association  of  such  companies,  made  by 
its  usual  agents,  with  shipper,  to  ship  and  carry  large  quantity  of  grain  at  five 
cents  per  hundred  less  than  customary  rates,  but  that  same  should  be  billed  and 
freight  paid  at  current  rates,  difference  to  be  forthwith  paid  back  to  shipper,  is 
valid.  Id. 

7.  In  suit  against  such  association  on  contract  made  by  local  agent  of  one  of 
companies,  want  of  power  in  local  agent  to  make  the  contract  cannot  be  shown 
by  the  articles  of  association.  Id. 

8.  To  prove  ratification  of  special  contract  made  by  station  agent  of  railway 
company  in  Illinois,  which  company  was  member  of  such  association,  it  appear- 
ing that  general  manager  of  same  company  approved  such  contract,  plaintiff 
offered  in  evidence  three  telegrams  between  said  general  mana^r  and  general 
manager  of  association,  showing  that  though  first  had  exceeded  his  orders,  latter 
would  protect  him.    Held,  that  telegrams  were  competent.  Id. 

9.  Where  general  manager  of  such  association  had  notice  of  special  contract 
at  reduced  rate  made  by  agent  of  one  of  associated  companies,  and  afterwards 
furnishes  cars  and  transports  the  grain,  this  is  evidence  from  which  ratification 
of  special  contract  may  be  inferred.  Id. 

AMENDMENT.    See  Admiralty,  2.   Fxeoutobs  and  Administrators,  5. 
Mechanics'  Lien,  2. 
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AMENDMENT. 

Ad  daitmum  in  declaration  may  be  increased  after  Terdict.  Tcndinaom.  t. 
EamshaWf  618. 

ANIMALS.    See  Mortgage,  8.    Tort,  1-4.   Troyeb,  4-4». 
APPEALS.    See  Errors  axd  Appeals. 

APPORTIONMENT. 

1 .  IntereM  due  on  notes,  when  it  is  to  be  appropriated  to  income,  may  be 
apportioned.    Veazie  v.  Forsaith^  72. 

2.  Part  of  trust  estate  consisted  of  notes  dne  from  an  insolvent  estate,  which 
paid  only  part  of  amount  dne  thereon.  Hdd^  that  the  loss  was  to  be  bonie 
pro  rata  by  principal  and  interest,  and  amount  received  as  interest  for 
period  since  date  of  the  trust  deed  credited  to  income  for  years  in  which  it  was 
earned.  /</. 

ARBITRATION. 

1 .  Even  if  language  of  submission  be  broad  enough  to  cover  claim,  which  it 
clearly  appears  was  not  before  arbitrators,  award  will  not  bar  it.  Lm  t. 
Dolan,  413. 

2.  Upon  disagreement  of  the  two  arbitrators  to  whom  controversy  was  sub- 
mitted, and  selection  by  them  of  third  arbitrator  under  agreement  of  reference, 
an  award  made  by  two  of  the  arbitrators,  witliout  giving  party  against  whom  it 
is  rendered  an  opportunity  of  being  heard,  is  void.  Alexander  v.  Cvnnmgham^ 
413. 

ARREST.    See  Maucious  Prosbcutiok,  3-6. 

ASSAULT.    See  Criminal  Law,  IL    Damages,  1,  2,  5. 

ASSIGNMENT.  See  Attachment,  8,  4.  Attohnet,  I.  Bills  and  Notes, 
1,  10.  Conflict  of  Laws,  2.  Debtor  and  Creditor,  1.  Execution, 
4.  Insurance,  1,  II,  12,  111,  21.  Lis  Pendens.  Removal  of  Causes, 
4.    Tort,  5,  6. 

1 .  Assignee  of  cause  of  action  against  railroad  company  arising  under  43d 
sect.  Missouri  Railroad  Law,  for  double  damages  for  killing  of  live  stock,  cannot 
sue.    Snyder  v.  Wabash^        Co.,  209. 

2.  Future  wages  to  bo  earned  under  pre^nt  contract,  indefinite  as  to  time 
and  amount,  may  be  assigned.    Wade  v.  tieaseyy  139. 

3.  Mortgages  invalid  against  creditors  of  mortgagor  are  invalid  against  his 
assignee  for  their  benefit.    Blandy  v.  Hall^  256,  and  nt4e. 

4.  Lien  of  such  mortgage  is  not  preserved  by  clause  in  assignment  excepting 
from  its  operation  all  existing  liens,  and  providing  that  such  liens  shall  not  be 
aflccted  thereby.  Id, 

5.  Where  statute  requires  entry,  on  chattel  mortgage,  of  certain  statement, 
defect  in  such  statement  cannot  be  cured  by  conditions  contained  in  mortgage 
but  not  referred  to  in  statement.  Id, 

6.  Voluntary  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  of  personal  property,  wher- 
ever situated,  passes  it  to  assignee,  at  time  of  assignment,  and  will  prevail  over 
subsequent  lienors,  provided  it  is  not  in  conflict  with  some  positive  or  customary 
law  of  state  where  property  may  be  located.  Atkew  v.  Bank^  399,  and  pole. 
See  tn/ra,  9. 

7.  Agent  appointed  by  owner  to  sell  coal  lands  upon  commission,  employed 
another  to  aid  him  in  effecting  sale,  promising  to  give  latter,  as  was  claimed, 
half  commissions.  Sale  having  been  effected,  A«icf,  on  review  of  evidence,  there 
was  no  equitable  assignment  of  half  of  claim  for  commissions.  Wytwan  t. 
Snyder,  479. 

8.  Burden  of  proof  is  upon  party  who  claims  equitable  assignment  of  one- 
half  of  demand.  Id. 

9.  Assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  executed  in  another  state  by  debtor 
domiciled  there,  which  provides  that  certain  creditors  shall  be  paid  in  full  before 
others  receive  anything,  and  which  is  assented  to  by  creditors  holding  claims 
exceeding  in  amount  value  of  assigned  property,  if  valid  by  laws  of  that  state, 
will  be  upheld  in  Massachusetts  as  against  attaching  creditor  of  assignor  domiciled 
there.    Train  v.  Kendall^  269.    See  oitfe,  6 
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ASSIGNMENT. 

10.  '  Where  party  oonveyed  all  his  estate  to  tnutee  for  sale  and  collection  for 
benefit  of  maker,  trustee  to  be  paid  commission ,  and  afterwards  executed  and 
delivered  to  another  person  an  assignment  of  bond  and  mort);age,  and  deliv- 
ered bond  and  mortgage  to  assignee,  and  there  was  no  proof  that  trustee  ever 
had  possession  of  same,  heldf  assignee  liad  beneficial  title.  Wellingion  v.  Beer- 
mafu,  139. 

1 1 .  Unrecorded  mortgage  of  personalty,  which  was  made  and  received  in  good 
faith,  but  under  which  no  possession  was  taken,  there  being  no  collusion  between 
the  parties  nor  design  to  give  mortgagor  fictitious  credit,  is  good  against  assign- 
ment for  benefit  of  creditors,  and  the  creditors  can  only  claim  under  the 
assignment.    Wilson  v.  Esten,  4 IS. 

ASSUMPSIT.   See  Action,  11,  12.    Bailment,  4.   Fobmbr  Recoybby,  3. 
Frauds,  Statute  of,  11.   Offioeb,  1,  2. 

ATTACHMENT.    See  Assignment,  9.    Husband  and  Wife,  15.  Mobt- 

OAOE,  13. 

1.  Residence  "  in  attachment  laws  not  equivalent  to  domicile.  Difference 
between  the  two.    Krone  v.  Cooper ,  269. 

2.  Property  purchased  by  agent  in  his  own  name  for  undisclosed  principal, 
cannot  be  seized  for  debt  of  agent  unless  his  creditor  has  been  misled  by  appear- 
ances or  conduct  of  parties.    lieed  v.  McHroy,  618. 

3.  After  debtor  to  defendant  in  attachment  had  been  garnished  by  creditor 
of  defendant,  he  assigned  his  claim  to  another  creditor,  and  notice  of  transfer 
was  given  to  debtor,  when  a  second  creditor  in  attachment  against  same  defend- 
ant garnished  same  debtor,  and  both  suits  proceeded  to  judgment  at  same 
term.  Funds  in  hands  of  garnishee  were  not  sufiicient  to  satisfy  the  two  judg- 
ments :  Ileldf  that  the  same  should  be  apportioned  between  the  two  judgment 
creditors  to  exclusion  of  assignee  of  debt.    Reeve  v.  Smithy  743. 

4.  Chose  in  action  is  not  assignable,  at  common  law  or  under  Illinois  statute, 
so  as  to  vest  legal  title  in  assignee.  Such  assignee  will  take  same  subject  to 
all  defences.  Id, 

5.  Gabnishment,  625. 

ATTORNEY.    See  Evidence,  6.    Husband  and  Wifb,  4,  5.     Infant,  7. 
Malicious  Prosecution,  8.    Partnership,  9.    Trial,  6. 

1.  Not  liable  to  subsequent  assignee  of  mortgage  for  loss  by  reason  of  error 
in  certificate  of  title  given  to  mortgagee.  Dundee  Mortgage  Co.  v.  Hughes,  197, 
and  note, 

2.  Ifhder  statute  authorizing  assignment  of  counsel  to  indigent  suitors,  com- 
plainant was  assigned  to  assist  defendant  in  suit  to  recover  from  insurance  com- 
pany amount  of  policy  on  her  husband's  life  ;  he  thereupon  made  agreement  with 
her  for  contingent  fee  of  half  amount  recovered  upon  recovery  of  principal  and 
interest;  held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  half  of  both.  Hassell  v.  Van  Uoutenf 
414. 

3.  Where  two  parties  go  together  to  attorney,  and  make  statements  to  him 
in  presence  of  each  other,  such  statements  are  not  confidential  communications. 
Lynn  v.  Lyerle,  743. 

4.  Attorney  who  places  his  name  under  words  "  From  the  ofiice  of,"  on  back 
of  writ  in  favor  of  resident  of  another  state,  is  liable,  as  endorser,  for  costs  \ 
although  in  so  doing,  he  violated  rule  of  court.    Morrill  v.  Lnmson,  540. 

5.  Requires  special  authority  to  release  judgment  wliich  has  not  been  paid 
or  satisfied.    Rounsaville  r.  Ucuen,  269. 

AWARD.    See  Arbitration. 

BAGGAGE.    See  Common  Carrier,  2,  4-6. 

BAILMENT.    See  Bankruptoy.    Contract,  5.    Salb,  2,  3. 

1.  Where  goods  have  been  shipped  to  one  who  has  not  ordered  them,  title 
does  not  pass  to  consignee  by  delivery  to  carrier.    RM  v.  Comer ^  743. 

2.  If  factor  have  claims  for  advances  against  his  principal,  and  it  is  expressly 
agreed  that  goods  shall  be  shipped  to  factor  to  pay  those  advances,  law  makes 
delivery  to  carrier  delivery  to  factor.  Id. 
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S.  If  factor  reeeiTei  oonsignment  of  goods  for  sale,  while  ^oods  are  still  pro- 
perty of  consignor,  lien  of  factor  for  previous  advances  will  at  once  attach. 
Id, 

4.  Bat  if,  while  goods  are  m  transitu  and  at  his  risk,  consignor  parts  with 
title,  goods  are  no  longer  his,  and  lien  of  his  factor  will  not  attach,  although 
the  goods  actoallj  come  into  his  possession.  In  such  a  case  where  the  trans- 
feree of  the  title  brought  assampsit  instead  of  trover  against  the  factor,  he  was 
only  allowed  to  recover  for  the  money  received  from  sale  of  goods.  Id, 

5.  If  mortgagor  in  possession  of  personal  property  stores  it  with  third  per- 
son, who  has  no  actual  notice  of  the  mortgage,  which  is  recorded,  the  mortgagee 
who  afterwards  is  informed  of  the  sharing,  and  expresses  no  disapproval,  is  not 
liahle  to  such  person  for  storage  charges,  although  the  storage  is  nec&tsary,  bat 
may  maintain  action  against  him  for  its  conversion.    Storms  v.  Smithy  209. 

BANK.    See  Check.   Corpobation,  26.   National  Bakk,  I. 

1 .  Savings  bank  has  no  general  lien  upon  surplus  proceeds  of  stock,  held  as 
collateral  for  payment  of  note.    Brown  v.  New  Bedford  Inst,^  209. 

2.  S.  S.  deposited  sum  of  money  in  bank  and  received  certificate  of  deposit 
to  the  onler  of  himself,  or  of  £.  S.  (his  wife).  S.  S.  died.  After  his  death 
£.  8.  presented  certificate  and  drew  deposit.  Held,  that  certificate  did  not 
authorize  payment  of  money  to  her  after  death  of  S.  S.,  and  that  notice  to 
paying-teller  of  death  of  8.  S.  was  notice  to  bank.    Bank  v.  Wrightsony  540. 

3.  The  bank  filed  bill  in  equity  to  enjoin  prosecution  of  action  at  law  against 
it  for  the  money  deposited  by  S.  S.,  brought  by  his  executor ;  and  to  have 
certificate  reformed.  Evidence  failed  to  establish  case  for  reformation  of  cer- 
tificate ;  but  it  was  developed  in  proof,  that  part  of  money  drawn  by  E.  S., 
went  directly  to  payment  of  debts  and  funeral  expenses  of  8.  S.  HHd^  that 
court  below  committed  no  error  in  retaining  bill,  and  under  prayer  for  general 
relief,  allowing  bank  credit  for  the  money  that  went  directly  to  pay  debts  and 
funeral  charges  of  S.  8. ,  and  for  which  executor  had  obtained  credit  in  his 
administration  account.  Id. 

4.  Pittsburgh  bank  sent  to  New  York  bank,  for  collection,  eleven  unac- 
cepted drafte,  dated  at  various  times  through  period  of  over  three  months,  and 
payable  four  months  after  date.  They  were  drawn  on  **  Walter  M.  Conger, 
Secretary  Newark  Tea  Tray  Co.,  Newark,  N.  J.,"  and  were  sent  to  New  York 
bank  as  drafts  on  company.  New  York  bank  sent  them,  for  collection,  to 
Newark  bank,  and,  in  its  letters  of  transmission,  recognised  them  as  drafts  on 
company.  Newark  bank  took  acceptances  from  Conger,  individually,  on  his 
refusal  to  accept  as  secretary ;  but  no  notice  of  that  fact  was  given  to  Pitts- 
burgh bank  until  after  maturity  of  first  draft.  At  that  time  drawers  and 
endorser  had  become  insolvent,  drawers  having  been  in  good  credit  when 
Pittsburgh  bank  discounted  drafts.  Held^  that  New  York  ^nk  was  liable  to 
Pittsburgh  bank  for  such  damages  as  it  had  sustained  by  negligence  of  Newark 
bank.    Bank  v.  Bank^  139. 

BANKRUPTCY.    See  Cbbtor  and  Creditor,  5. 

Plaintiffs,  as  an  accommodation  to  themselves,  gave  order  to  defendant 
directing  their  debtor  to  pay  him  what  was  due  them.  He  collected  and  used 
the  money  by  mingling  it  with  bis  own ;  and  in  a  few  days  afterwards  was 
adjudged  a  bankrupt.  After  his  discharge,  in  action  to  recover  money,  conrt 
below  found  that  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to -show  fraudulent  intent. 
Jury  found  that  when  order  was  given,  plaintiffs  told  defendant  to  keep  snd 
use  the  money  until  they  called  for  it.''  Held^  that  defendant's  duty  was  that 
of  bailee  without  hire  ;  that  his  use  of  the  money  was  a  conversion  of  it ;  that 
debt  was  *'  created  by  fraud,*'  and  not  discharged.    Hammond  v.  NMe^  619. 

BASTARDY.    See  Criminal  Law,  III.   Descent,  I. 

BENEFICIAL  SOCIETY.    See  Insurance,  18,  20. 

BIBLE.    See  School,  I,  2. 

BILL  OF  LADING.    See  Comiton  Carrier,  9. 

G.  Bros.,  common  agents  for  sale  of  fertilisers  of  Z.  &  Sons  and  S.,  L.,  K. 
&  Co.,  shipped  through  mistake  cotton  received  in  payment  of  fertilisen  of  Z. 
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BILL  OF  LADING. 

&  Sons,  to  8.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.,  and  the  bills  of  lading  were  also  delivered  to 
them  ;  they  sold  the  cotton  and  applied  proceeds  to  payment  of  indebtedness  of 
6.  Bros,  to  them.  Subsequently,  G.  Bros,  discovering  their  mistake,  sent  to 
Z.  &  Sons  an  order  on  S.,  L.,  K.  &  Co.  for  the  cotton.  Demand  having  been 
made  and  delivery  refused,  Held^  that  plaintiffs  could  maintain  trover  for 
cotton,  notwithstanding  Maryland  Act  of  1876,  ch.  268.   Seal  v.  Ze//,  796. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES.  Aoekt,  1,  2.  Apportionment.  Bank,  4.  Con- 
tract, 4.  Duress,  2.  Eyidencb,  14,  15.  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators, 2,  3.   Interest.    Set-off,  3.    Subrogation,  1. 

I.  Form, 

1.  Though  draft  contains  direction  to  charge  sum  drawn  for  to  certain 
account,  it  is  still  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange,  not  payable  out  of  a  particular 
fund,  and  does  not  constitute  an  assignment  of  the  fund.  Whitney  v.  Bank^  270. 

2.  Note  containing  clause,  *'the  drawers  and  endorsers  *  *  *  expressly 
agree  that  the  payee  or  his  assignees  may  extend  the  time  of  payment  thereof 
from  time  to  time,  indefinitely,  as  he  or  they  may  see  fit,"  is  non-negotiable. 
Glidden  v.  Henrys  716,  and  note, 

3.  Note  in  ordinary  form,  given  by  corporation,  had  on  it  when  produced  in 
court  a  paper  seal.  No  vote  of  corporation  authorized  the  seal ;  note  did  not 
purport  to  be  under  seal ;  seal  was  not  corporate  seal,  and  treasurer  of  corpo- 
ration did  not  admit  putting  it  on  note.  Beld,  that  seal  must  be  disregarded 
as  **mere  excess.'*    Mackay  y.  Churchy  680. 

II.  Rights  of  parties. 

4.  Material  alteration  of  note  avoids  same  as  to  maker  not  consenting  even 
in  hands  of  bona  fide  holder.    Horn  v.  Bank^  72. 

5.  Substituting  anotlier  payee  for  original  payee,  with  knowledge  and  con- 
sent of  but  one  of  two  makers,  releases  the  other.  Id, 

6.  Note  not  avoided  as  to  maker  by  material  alteration  made  in  accordance 
with,  but  some  time  after,  agreement  between  maker  and  payee,  and  without 
knowledge  of  maker.    Wardlow  v.  Listy  209. 

7.  Addition  of  signature  of  surety  to  promissory  note,  without  consent  of 
maker,  does  not  discharge  him.    Mersman  v.  Werges,  72. 

8.  Mortgage  of  husband  and  wife  of  her  land,  for  accommodation  of  partner- 
ship of  which  husband  is  member,  and  as  security  for  note  made  by  husband  to 
partner,  and  endorsed  by  partner  for  same  purpose,  and  to  which  note  partner, 
before  negotiating  it,  adds  wife's  name  as  maker,  without  consent  or  knowl- 
edge of  herself  or  her  husband,  is  not  thereby  avoided  as  against  one  who,  in 
ignorance  of  alteration  of  note,  lends  money  to  partnership  upon  security  of  note 
and  mortgage.  Id, 

HI.  Endorsement, 

9.  Where  holder  and  owner  of  two  notes  endorsed  in  blank,  one  over-due 
and  other  not,  gave  them  to  agent  to  receive  payment  only,  and  agent  sold  them 
to  innocent  person  without  notice,  heldy  that  title  only  passed  to  note  not  due. 
Toumer  v.  McClelland,  140. 

10.  That  assignee  takes  note  secured  by  mortgage  by  assignment  before  ma- 
turity, free  from  all  defences  at  law,  does  not  protect  mortgage  against  equi- 
table defences.  Id, 

BOND.  See  Equity,  13.  Negotiable  Instrument,  1.  Officer,  3.  Bbmo- 
TAL  OF  Causes,  6. 

BHIDGES.   See  IIiohwatb,  Streets,  Bridges. 

BROKER. 

If  purchaser,  who  was  spoken  to  by  brokers,  had  abandoned  all  idea  of  the 
trade,  and  they  had  no  influence  in  bringing  it  about,  they  would  not  be  enti- 
tled to  commissions,  although  purchaser  may  subsequently  have  bought  from 
owner.    Doonan  v.  IveSy  341. 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF.  See  Assignment,  8.  Common  Carrier,  7.  Hus- 
band AND  Wife,  17,  23,  24.   Negligence,  14. 

BUROLART.    See  Criminal  Law,  IV. 
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CASES  AFFIRMED,  COMMENTED  ON,  OVERRULED,  Etc. 

Ballard  r.  Tomliiiaon,  26  Ch.  Div.  194,  differed  from.  Snowr.  Whitehead, 
230. 

Commonwealth  o.  HiompsoD,  6  Mass.  134,  critidxed.  Cammonmedth  v. 
Pierce,  117. 

Escanaba  v.  Chicago,  107  U.  S.  678,  commented  on.  Cardmell  p.  Bridge 
Co,,  272. 

Hart  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  820.    RcTensed,  604. 

Kansas  Pacific  Railway  Co.  r.  Ljdia  H.  Sntter,  16  Kas.  S68,  referred  to  and 
distinpiished ;  Perrr,  as  Administrator,  &c.  v,  St.  Joseph  &  Western  Railway 
Co.,  29  Kas.  420,  referred  to  and  commented  npon.  LimekHIer  o.  Railroad, 
269. 

Meek  V.  Penn  Co.,  38  Ohio  St.  632,  followed  and  approved.  Uart  y. 
Deverux,  214. 

Miller  ».  Brass  Co.,  104  U.  S.  350,  principles  of  reiterated  and  explained. 
Maker     Barwood,  148. 

Nicklin  v,  Williams,  10  Ex.  259  ;  Backhouse  r.  Bonomi,  E.,  B.  &  E.  622, 
9  H.  L.  Cas.  503  ;  Whitehuuse  Fellowes,  10  C.  B.  (N.  S.),  765,  discnssed ; 
Lamb  «.  Walker,  3  Q.  B.  Div.  289,  overruled,  AJUcheli  t.  LktrUy  Main 
Colliery  Co,,  432. 

PinnePs  Case,  5  Rep.  117  a,  and  Cumber  r.  Wayne,  1  Str.  426,  followed. 
Foakes  t.  Beer,  21. 

Railroad  Co.  o.  Conmiissioners,  35  Ohio  St.  1,  distinguished.  Commis$Umers 
T.  Railroad,  802. 

Spanjrler  v.  Cleveland,  35  Ohio  St.  469,  approved  and  followed.  Watter»m 
T.  Bradley,  797. 

Tlie  North  Carolina,  15  Pet.  40,  distinguished.    The  Charles  Morgan,  539. 
Thompson  v.  Herman,  4  Wis.,  distinguished.    Matkeics  r.  Case,  146. 
Tuorogood  V.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  1 14,  disapproved.  N,  T.,  L,  E,  jjr  W.  Co.  v. 
Steinbrenner,  684. 

Transfer  Co.  ».  Kelley,  86  Ohio  St.  86,  followed  ;  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C. 
B.  115,  disapproved.    St.  Clair  Street  Railway  Co.  v.  Eadie,  706. 

Whitcomb  v.  Whiting,  approved  and  explained ;  Channell  r.  Ditcfabum,  5 
M.  &  W.  494,  and  Goddard  v.  Ingram,  Q.  B.  839,  disapproved.  Parker  v. 
Buttenoorth,  77. 

CERTIORARI.   See  Corporation,  13. 
CHAMPERTY.    See  Tort,  5. 

CHARITY.    See  Will,  7,  8. 

1.  House  of  Refuge,  being  a  charitable  corporation,  is  not  liable  for  damages 
for  assault  committed  by  its  officer  on  inmate.    Perry  r.  House  of  Refuge,  541 

2.  Where  testator  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  one  as  trustee, 
to  be  sold  and  converted  into  money  when  so  requested  by  incorporated  religious 
society,  and  applied  in  establishing  an  orphan  asylum,  to  be  under  direction 
and  control  of  such  society,  held,  that  devise  in  favor  of  charity  was  devise  of 
money  and  not  of  land,  and  was  such  as  courts  of  Illinois  will  uphold.  Germaxn 
V.  Baltes,  747. 

CHARTER-PARTY.    See  Admiralty,  1. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE.    See  Mortgage,  H. 

CHECK. 

Holder  of,  cannot  sue  bank  for  refusal  to  pay  on  presentation,  thongh  drawer 
have  sufficient  on  deposit  to  meet  it.    Creveling  v.  Bank,  72. 

CITIZENSHIP.    See  Rbmotal  of  Causes. 

CITY.    See  Municipal  Corporation. 

COLLATERAL  SECURITY.    See  Surbtt,  1,  5. 

COMMON  CARRIER.    See  Action,  10.    Agent,  5-9.    Covtraot,  5.  Nbo- 
UGENCB,  5.    Telegraph,  7.    Telephone,  1,  3. 
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COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  Limitation  of  time  in  ezcanion  tickets  sold  at  reduced  rate,  ralid.  i^- 
nington  t.  Railroad  Co.,  209. 

2.  Where  passenger  who  checked  baggage  on  through  ticket  with  coupon 
for  each  road,  finds  it  lost  on  arrival  at  his  destination,  he  can  hold  last  road 
responsible.    Railway  t.  Mcintosh^  141. 

3.  If  raihroad  ticket  seller  deliver  to  passenger  ticket  with  hole  in  it,  assuring 
him  that  it  is  good,  passenger  may  sue  company  for  his  expulsion  by  conductor 
for  refusing  to  pay  additional  fare.    Mwrdock     Railroad^  271. 

4.  Railway  company's  liability  for  passenger's  ordinary  travelling  baggage, 
does  not  cover  such  articles  as  blankets,  books,  &c.  McCaffrey  v.  Railway 
Co.,  175,  and  note, 

5.  When  such  goods  remain  at  station  at  which  passenger  alights,  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  company  has  charged  or  is  entitled  to  charge  for  storage,  com- 
pany is  not  liable  as  warehouseman.  Id. 

6.  Baggage  and  liability  of  carrier  therefor,  generally.    Id,,  note, 

7.  Although  burden  of  proof  is  on  plaintiff  to  show  that  injury  was  occa- 
sioned by  negligence  of  carrier,  yet  he  makes  out  prima  facie  case  by  showing 
that  accident  happened  through  failure  of  some  of  means  used  by  carrier  in 
making  transit.    B,  ^  0.  Co.  v.  Mahme,  541. 

8.  If  one  has  purchased  ticket  and  was  crossing  track  by  and  under  direction 
of  ticket  agent,  for  purpose  of  taking  train,  he  is  entitled  to  all  rights  and  pro- 
tection of  passenger.  Id. 

9.  Stipulation  in  bill  of  lading  as  to  value  of  goods,  carrier  having  no  other 
knowledge  thereof,  and  charge  for  transportation  being  based  upon  such  valua- 
tion, estops  shipper  from  claiming  more  when  goods  are  lost  by  negligence  of 
carrier's  servants.    Graves  v.  Railroad,  73.    See  infra,  17. 

10.  Where  excursion  ticket  is  sold  by  railroad  company  at  reduced  rate,  and 
upon  special  conditions  printed  on  back  of  ticket ;  one  of  which  is  that  ticket 
shall  be  used  ''for  a  continuous  trip "  only,  and  is  not  good  to  stop  off," 
passenger  is  bound  to  take  through  train  and  cannot  stop  off.  Johnson  v.  P. 
W,^  B.  Co.,  541. 

11.  In  absence  of  proof  that  gatekeeper  had  authority  to  vary  contract, 
passenger  cannot  get  rid  of  its  conditions,  by  showing  that  he  took  the  wrong 
train,  relying  on  wrong  direction  given  by  gatekeeper.  Id. 

12.  Plaintiff's  intestate,  who  in  pursuance  of  contract  for  carriage  of  horses, 
and  in  accordance  with  custom  in  such  cases,  was  riding  in  same  car  with 
horses  in  order  to  care  for  them,  was  killed  in  collision  caused  by  defendant's 
gross  negligence.  Ileld^  that  he  would  not  be  deemed  to  have  been  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence.    Lawson  v.  Railway  Co.,  744. 

1 3.  Where  it  is  customary  for  some  person  to  ride  in  same  car  with  horses, 
to  care  for  them,  it  would  seem  to  be  within  general  authority  of  conductor  of 
train  to  grant  permission  so  to  ride.  Id, 

14.  Passenger  on  railway  is  responsible  for  fare  of  child  under  his  charge, 
and  upon  refusal  to  pay  same  may,  together  with  child,  be  ejected  from  train, 
although  he  had  paid  his  own  fare.    Railroad  v.  Hoejlick,  342. 

15.  If  conductor  finds  child  sitting  beside  female  passenger,  and  knows  father 
of  child  is  in  car,  or  could  know  upon  proper  inquiry,  he  has  no  right  to  hold 
female  responsible  for  child's  fare.  Id. 

16.  Passenger  wrongfully  ejected  from  train  is  entitled  to  such  damages  as 
jury  judge  to  be  proper  compensation  for  unlawful  invasion  of  his  rights,  and 
for  injury  to  his  person  and  feelings.  He  is  not  entitled  to  punitive  damages, 
which  require  fraud  or  evil  intent  or  oppression,  if  ejection  was  in  discharge  of 
supposed  duty  or  without  any  bad  intention.    Id.     See  infra,  25. 

17.  Where  contract  of  carriage  signed  by  shipper  is  fairly  made  with  rail- 
road company,  agreeing  on  valuation  of  property  carried,  with  rate  of  freight 
based  on  this  valuation,  contract  will  be  upheld  even  in  case  of  loss  or  damage 
by  negligence  of  carrier.    Hart  v.  Railroad  Co.,  140.    See  ante,  9. 

18.  Passenger  who,  through  negligence  of  one  conductor,  is  not  funiished 
with  stop-over  ticket,  and  who,  on  attempting  to  resume  journey,  is  required  by 
second  conductor  to  pay  additional  fare  or  leave  the  train,  may  elect  to  leave 
train,  and  may  recover  not  only  additional  fare  subsequently  paid,  but  all  his 
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damages  which  are  direct  and  natural  oonseqoence  of  fanlt  of  first  condnctor. 
Young  y.  Railway  Co,,  141. 

19.  Railway  company  receiving  pasaenger  in  car  before  making  np  train,  will 
be  liable  for  injury  to  such  passenger,  resulting  from  negligence  in  making  op 
train.    Railroad  Co,  T.  Martin,  270. 

20.  Where  passenger  in  overcrowded  coach  was  informed,  by  conductor's 
announcement,  that  another  car  had  been  added  in  front,  and  adding  of  car 
had  been  felt  'when  it  was  pushed  back,  and  it  was  found  in  proper  position, 
though  in  fact  not  securely  coupled,  so  that  as  passenger  was  stepping  on  to  it, 
it  moved  forward  suddenly,  causing  him  to  fall,  whereby  he  was  injured,  Heidi 
that  passenger  was  not  chargeable  with  want  of  ordinary  care.  Id. 

21.  Where  trains  of  one  railway  corporation  are  made  up  on  track  of  another 
and  by  its  employees,  and  the  cars  belong  to  other  companies,  if  use  of  cars 
and  tracks  and  labor  is  to  enable  first  corporation  to  perform  its  duty  as  common 
carrier,  passenger  injured  may  sue  that  corporation.  Id. 

22.  Stipulation  in  shipping  contract,  voluntarily  and  understandingly  entered 
into  by  shipper  of  livestock,  that  in  consideration  of  reduced  rate  any  claim  for 
damages  shall  be  made  in  writing  verified  by  affidavit  of  shipper  or  his  agent, 
and  delivered  to  general  freight  agent  of  carrier,  at  his  ofBce,  within  five  days 
from  time  stock  is  removed  from  cars,  will  bind  shipper,  and  is  not  void  as 
contrary  to  law  or  public  policy.    Black  v.  Railway  Co.,  270. 

23.  Where  party  of  mature  years  and  sound  mind,  able  to  read  and  write, 
without  imposition  or  artifice,  deliberately  signs  written  agreement  without  iik- 
forming  himself  of  contents,  he  will  be  bound  by  it.  Id. 

24.  i'urchaser  of  limited  ticket  over  several  connecting  lines  of  railroad  is 
not  bound  to  make  his  journey  continuous  over  all,  but  only  over  each  coupon 
of  ticket ;  and  over  last  within  time  limited,  but  if  last  day  be  Sunday,  ticket 
cannot  be  refused  afterwards,  at  least  when  offered  on  first  train  a(Wr  expiration 
of  time.    Railway  v.  Dean,  271. 

25.  Such  a  ticket  expiring  on  Sunday,  and  there  being  no  train  that  day, 
passenger  offered  ticket  on  train  next  day.  It  was  refused,  and  passenger, 
nnder  protest  and  threat  of  ejection,  paid  his  fare  to  further  station,  and  there 
for  want  of  money,  was  put  off  and  walked  to  his  destination.  Held,  that 
extra  fare  paid,  humiliation  of  being  put  off  train,  and  incon\enienoe  of  reach- 
ing destination  by  walking,  were  proper  elements  of  damage.  Id, 

26.  In  selling  coupon  tieket  over  successive  lines  of  road,  railway  company, 
in  absence  of  express  agreement,  acts  only  as  agent  for  roads  beyond  its  own. 
Penna.  Railroad  Co.  v.  ConneU,  619. 

27.  Where  conductor  of  railway  company,  under  instructions,  refuses  to 
accept  ticket  issued  by  another  company  as  agent  of  former,  and  demands  full 
fare,  passenger,  if  his  ticket  was  issued  by  authority,  may  pay  fare  again  and 
recover  of  company  requiring  payment  sum  paid,  as  for  breach  of  contract,  or 
he  may  refuse  to  pay,  and  leave  train  when  so  ordered  by  conductor,  and 
recover  of  company  all  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  expulsion  ;  but  if 
he  refuses  to  leave,  he  cannot  recover  for  force  used  by  conductor  in  patting 
him  off,  when  no  more  force  is  used  than  necessary,  and  expulsion  is  not  wanton 
or  wilful.  Id. 

COMMON  LAW.    See  Pabticular  Wobds  and  Phrasss,  1. 
CONDITIONAL  SALE.    See  Debtor  akd  Creditor,  1,  2. 
CONFESSION.    See  Crimiwal  Law,  IS. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS.  Sec  Action,  7.  Amiohmbkt,  6,  9.  Cobpobatioit, 
14,  17,  30.  Debtor  and  Cbbditob,  3.  Debcbbt,  2.  Exbcutoks  axd 
Administbatous,  2.  Guardian  and  Wabd,  1.  Luhtatiobs,  Statute 
OP,  1,  2.    Mortoaob,  12.    Sunday,  2,  3. 

1.  Action  of  tort  for  diverting  waters  of  natural  stream  in  Massachnsetts, 
and  preventing  same  from  coming  to  plaintiff's  mill,  in  adjoining  state,  may  be 
maintained  in  Massachusetts.  That  ccrtoin  percentage  of  water  was  returned  lo 
stream  may  be  considered  in  estimating  damages.    Manville  Co.  v.  Wcreetter, 
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9.  If  assigDment  ii  made  in  Massachnsetts  between  parties  domiciled  there, 
of  policy  of  insarance  issaed  by  company  of  another  state,  bat  deliTered  in 
Massachnsetts,  questions  of  validity  of  assignment,  and  capacity  of  parties  to 
contract  are  to  be  determined  by  laws  of  M^achosetts.  Mutual  Co.  t.  Allen^ 
480. 

CONSIDERATION.    See  Contract,  4.    Frauds,  Statute  of,  9.  Mobt- 
OAOE,  24.    NoTiOB,  4.    Teleobapb,  2. 

CONSPIRACY.    See  Action,  8, 9.    Constitutional  Law,  16. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  See  Criminal  Law,  5,  6.  International  Law, 
2.    School,  2.   Taxation,  8.    United  States,  4,  5.    Will,  3,  4. 
I.  Fhufers  of  Legislature, 

1.  One  state  cannot  tax  capital  stock  of  corporation  of  another  state,  which 
runs  a  ferry  between  the  two.    Ferry  Co,  v.  Pmnaylvania,  414, 

2.  Tonnage  tax  on  oyster  boats  in  certain  localities,  not  unconstitutional,  as 
an  attempt  to  regnlate  inter-state  commerce.    Johnson  v.  Loper^  73. 

3.  Nor  is  license  fee  upon  snch  boats  obnoxious  to  requirement  of  state  con- 
stitution, that  property  shall  be  assessed  nndcr  general  laws  and  by  uniform 
rules,  according  to  its  true  value.  Id. 

4.  Legislature  can  pass  healing  acts  which  do  not  impair  obligation  of  con- 
tracts nor  interfere  with  vested  rights.    Green  v.  Abraham^  273. 

5.  What  legislature  might  have  dispensed  with  or  made  immaterial  by  pre- 
vious statute,  it  may  so  act  upon  by  subsequent  one.  Id, 

6.  Bringing  of  suit  vests  no  right  to  particular  decision.  Case  must  be  deter- 
mined on  law  as  it  stands  at  time  of  judgment.  Id, 

7.  Power  of  congress  to  regulate  inter-state  commerce  is  exclusive.  Its  inac- 
tion gives  states  no  right  to  act.    Hardy  v.  Railway  Co,,  73. 

8.  Query:  Has  not  congress  so  legislated  by  act  of  June  15th,  1856,  sect. 
5258,  Rev.  Stat.,  authorizing  all  railroad  companies  to  transport  passengers  and 
freight  from  state  to  state,  &c.  ?  Id, 

9.  Clause  of  constitution  providing  that  **  all  laws  of  a  general  nature  shall 
have  a  uniform  operation  throughout  the  state,"  is  mandatory.  Ex  parte 
Falk,  342. 

10.  Statute  providing  punishment  for  act  malum  in  se  wherever  committed, 
cannot  be  made  local  on  ground  that  inhibited  act  is  greater  evil  in  largo  city 
than  in  other  parts  of  state.  Instance,  having  burglar's  tools  in  possession.  Id. 

l\.  Legislature  may  impose  duty  on  owners  of  dams  to  place  therein  suitable 
fishways,  and  the  owner  or  user  cannot  by  occupancy  or  user  for  any  length  of 
time  acquire  prescriptive  right  against  the  public.    Ihrker  v.  People,  414. 

12.  Act  allowing  municipal  corporations  to  appeal  without  giving  bond,  as 
in  other  cases,  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  being  either  local  law  or  special  legis- 
lation.   Holmes  V.  Mattoon,  273. 

13.  Public  municipalities,  including  school  districts,  and  all  officers  sneing 
for  or  defending  rights  of  state,  or  acting  for  or  instead  of  state  in  respect  of 
public  rights,  may  be  authorized  to  sue  without  payment  of  costs,  or  conforming 
to  all  requirements  imposed  upon  other  suitors.  Id, 

14.  Act  of  congress  of  August  3d,  1882,  imposing  upon  vessel  owners  duty 
of  fifty  cents  for  every  passenger  not  a  citizen  of  this  country,  brought  from  for- 
eign port  into  U.  S.  port,  is  a  valid  exercise  of  power  to  regulate  comnerce 
with  foreign  nations.    Htxid-money  Cases,  210. 

15.  This  duty  is  designed  to  mitigate  the  evils  of  immigration,  and  it  is  not 
a  tax  subject  to  limitations  imposed  by  constitution  on  general  taxing  power  of 
congress.  Id, 

16.  Right  to  acquire  homestead  is  a  right  secured  by  constitution  and  laws  of 
United  States,  within  sect.  5508  Rev.  Stat.,  making  amenable  to  penalty  those 
conspiring  against  free  exercise  of  such  rights.    United  States  v.  Waddelll  7.3. 

17.  Irrcpealable  charter  of  railroad  company  gave  it  power  to  take  lands 
by  condemnation,  and  provided  for  appeal  by  land-owner,  from  award  of  dam- 
ages, to  certain  court.  Held,  that  general  act  which  took  away  right  to  appeal 
to  that  court,  and  gave  appeal  to  another  court  on  same  terms  and  conditions, 
and  with  same  mode  of  trial,  was  not  unconstitutional.    Slate  v.  Weldon,  T45. 

Vol.  XXXin.— 103 
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CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

18.  An  Indi&n  separated  from  his  tribe  and  rending  among  white  citizens  of 
a  state,  but  not  naturalized^  or  taxed,  or  recognised  as  a  ciusen,  either  hj  the 
United  States  or  the  state,  is  not  a  citizen  of  United  States,  within  1st  sect,  of 
14th  art.  of  amendment  to  United  States  constitution.    £lk      IFtUxiu,  73. 

19.  Keeping  sidewalks  in  repair  is  referable  to  same  power  as  coastmcting 
new  improvements,  and  cannot  be  required  to  be  done  hy  abutting  owner  or 
occupant,  at  his  own  expense,  either  hj  exercise  of  police  power,  or  by  fines 
and  penalties  prescribed  by  ordinance,  or  by  direct  legislative  action.  City  v. 
Crotby,  414. 

20.  City  has  not  constitutional  power  to  require  owner  or  occupant  of  pre- 
mises to  keep  sidewalk  and  gutters  in  front  thereof  free  from  snow  and  ice,  or 
to  sprinkle  same  with  ashes  or  sand  where  snow  and  ice  cannot  be  removed 
without  injury  to  pavement,  and  inflict  fine  for  neglect  or  failure  so  to  do.  City 
V.  O'Brien,  414. 

21.  Sidewalk  in  city  is  portion  of  public  highway.  Id. 

22.  In  tfbsence  of  constitutional  restraints,  regulation  of  liquor  traffic  is 
wholly  within  legislative  control.  Legislature  may  empower  municipal  corpo- 
rations to  entirely  prohibit  it  within  their  limits.  But  neiUier  counties,  dties, 
nor  towns  can  impose  tax  upon  privilege  not  authorized  by  legislature.  Drew 
County  V.  BenneU,  272. 

23.  State  statute  authorizing  any  person  to  erect  and  maintain  on  his  own 
land  a  water-mill  and  mill-dam  upon  and  across  any  stream  not  navigable, 
paying  to  owners  of  lands  overflowed  damages  assessed  in  judicial  proceeding, 
docs  not  deprive  them  of  their  property  without  due  process  of  law,  in  violation 
of  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  Constitution  of  United.  States.  Bead  v.  Manm- 
faduring  Co,,  272. 

24.  Whether  erection  and  maintenance  of  mills  under  such  a  statute  can  be 
upheld  as  a  taking  of  prirate  property  for  public  use  under  right  of  eminent 
domain,  not  decided ;  but,  held^  that  such  a  statute,  considered  as  regulating 
manner  in  which  rights  of  proprietors  of  lands  adjacent  to  a  stream  may  be 
enjoyed,  with  due  regard  to  interests  of  all  and  to  public  good,  is  wi^n  con- 
stitutional power  of  legislature.  Id, 

25.  Commercial  power  of  Congress  is  exclusive  only  when  subjects  of  it  are 
national ;  when  they  are  local  in  nature  or  operation,  or  constitute  mere  aids  to 
■commerce,  the  states  may  provide  for  their  regulation  and  management  until 
'Cong^ss  intervenes  find  supersedes  their  action.    Cardwdl  t.  Bridge  Co.,  271. 

26.  Clause  in  Act  of  Sept.  9th,  1850,  admitting  California  into  Union, 
which  declares  that  all  the  navigable  waters  within  the  said  state  shall  be 
-common  highways  and  forever  free,  as  well  to  the  inhabitants  of  said  state  as  to 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  without  any  tax,  imposts  or  duty  therefor," 
•does  not  lessen  power  of  the  state  over  such  waters  ;  notwithstanding  it,  state 
•can  authorize  construction  of  bridges  over  navigable  streams  to  promote  public 
convenience.  Id. 

27.  By  terms  of  Virginia  Funding  Act  of  March  80th,  1871,  and  the  issue 
of  bonds  and  coupons  in  virtue  of  the  same,  a  contract  was  made  between  every 
•coupon  holder  and  the  state  that  such  coupons  should  "be  i-eceivable  at  and 
after  maturity  for  all  taxes,"  etc.,  due  the  state  ;  the  right  of  coupon-holder, 
under  which,  was  to  have  his  coupons  received  for  taxes  when  oflTered :  any  act 
of  state  which  forbids  receipt  of  these  coupons  for  taxes  is  violation  of  contract, 
•and  void  as  against  coupon-holders.    Poindexter  v.  Greenhow,  481. 

28.  Action  brought  by  taxpayer,  who  has  duly  tendered  suchoonpone  inpay- 
ment of  his  taxes,  against  tax  collector,  who,  acting  under  void  law  of  legUU- 
ture,  having  refused  such  tender,  proceeds  by  seizure  and  sale  of  property  of 
plaintiff,  to  enforce  collection  of  such  taxes,  is  not  an  action  against  the  state 
within  Eleventh  Amendment  to  Constitution  of  United  States.  Id. 

29.  Act  entitled  an  act  to  authorize  independent  school-districts  to  borrow 
money  and  issue  bonds  therefor,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  and  completing 
school-houses;  legalizing  bonds  heretofore  issued,  and  making  school-ordeis 
draw  six  per  cent,  interest  in  certain  cases,"  does  not  violate  constitutional  pm- 
rision  that  ''every  act  shall  embrace  but  one  subject,  and  matters  properly 
•connected  therewith,  which  subject  shall  be  expressed  in  the  title."  AtiJe^ 
^School  District  v.  Ball,  272. 
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80.  Under  ordinance  city  of  CleTeland  improved  Kinsman  street  by  grading, 
draining  and  paving  same.  Cost  of  improvement  was  assessed  apon  lots 
bounding  and  abutting  thereon.  The  culvert  afterwards  broke  down.  City, 
by  another  ordinance,  provided  for  construction  of  new  culvert  at  another  point 
on  street,  in  place  of  old  one,  cost  of  same  to  be  assessed  on  property  bounding 
and  abutting  on  Kinsman  street,  within  termini  of  original  improvement,  but 
not  bounding  on  culvert.  Hetd^  that  this  additional  assessment  was  not  author- 
ized by  law.    Watterton  v.  Bradley,  797. 

81.  COVBTITUTIOKAL  ReOULATIOHB  OF  LbOISLATIVB  PBOOEEDIKaS,  158. 

II.  Pcwerg  of  the  Judiciary, 

82.  While  state  courts  can  exercise  no  jurisdiction  in  cases  peculiarly  cogni- 
sable in  admiralty,  yet  the  saving  in  the  United  States  statute,  to  suitors  in  all 
cases,  of  "  the  right  of  a  common -law  remedy  where  the  common  law  is  compe- 
tent to  give  it,''  permits  of  a  proceeding  in  state  court,  for  injury  to  dredge,  by 
attachment,  although  this  remedy  did  not  exist  at  common  law,  but  has  been 
confcrre'd  by  statute.    Walter  v.  Kirstead,  141. 

III.  Eminent  Domain.    See  ante,  23. 

38.  Gkneral  grant  of  legislative  power  in  state  constitution  does  not  authorize 
legislature,  by  right  of  eminent  domain  or  of  taxation,  to  take  private  property 
without  owner's  consent,  for  any  but  public  object :  as  by  authorizing  city  to 
issue  its  bonds  by  way  of  donation  to  private  manufacturing  corporation.  Cole 
V.  La  Orangey  272. 

CONSUL.    See  Agent,  1,  2. 

CONTEMPT.    See  Malicious  Prosbcutiok,  4. 

1.  Definition  of  direct  and  constructive  contempt  of  court.  In  re  W,  W,  D„ 
//.,  74. 

2.  D.  executed  his  recognisance  to  appear  in  court  at  certain  time,  and  sub- 
mit to  trial  on  criminal  charge  pending  against  him.  He  did  not  so  appear, 
but  absented  himself  from  the  county  where  the  court  was  held.  Heldy  that 
he  could  be  punished  for  contempt  by  fine  or  imprisonment.  Id. 

CONTRACT.  See  Actiow,  11-13,  15.  Aoeft,  6-9.  Common  Cakbieb,  22, 
28.  CoNPLiCT  OF  Laws,  2.  Equity,  7-9.  Fbaud,  I,  2.  Fbaudb,  Stat- 
ute OF,   12.     GUABANTT,   1.     HuSBAND  AND  WiFE,  22-27.  MOBTOAOB, 

23-25.    Sunday,  1-8,  6.    Tblegbafh,  2,  3. 

1«  Statute  provided  that  City  Board  of  Public  Works  might  hire  employees 
subject  to  approval  of  their  compensation  by  council  when  it  exceeded  $1000 
per  annum.  Held,  that  mere  non-action  by  council  would  not  defeat  agreement 
made  by  board.    Mathewson  v.  Tripp,  415.  ' 

2.  When  anything  is  left  to  be  settled  in  respect  to  offer  by  mail  or  telegraph, 
acceptance  of  offer  by  telegraphing  will  not  complete  contract  where  dispatch 
docs  not  reach  its  destination.    Haas  v.  Myers^  415* 

3.  In  such  a  case  where  dispatch  did  not  reach  its  destination,  and  second 
dispatch  was  sent  and  received  on  same  day  that  sender  and  third  party  had 
concluded  the  purchase  contemplated  to  have  been  made  by  sender  and  receiver, 
heldf  that  receiver's  ofier,  on  his  arrival  the  next  day,  to  pay  his  share  of  price, 
was  too  late.  Id. 

4.  After  note  had  matured,  but  was  still  held  by  payee,  two  sons  of  maker, 
in  order  to  induce  payee  not  to  pass  note  into  hands  of  third  person,  and  to 
give  further  time  for  payment,  placed  their  names  under  that  of  their  father. 
Held,  I  St.  That  there  was  good  consideration  to  support  contract,  which  was 
to  pay  amount  of  note  on  demand.  2d.  That  contract  was  not  within  Statute 
of  Frauds.    Drech  v.  Yawger,  680. 

5.  A  mower  company,  owner  of  certain  mowing  machines,  consigned  and 
forwarded  them  to  D.,  on  contract,  under  which  D.  was  to  pay  the  freight  and 
sell  them  for  specified  commission,  and  account  to  company  for  them  at  specified 
price.  Heldj  1 .  That  contract  did  not  change  title  ;  2.  D.  had  such  special 
property  in  machines,  as  to  enable  hifn  to  sue  carrier  for  wrongful  act  to  pro- 
perty, and  recover  his  own  damages  and  such  as  accrued  to  company  as  general 
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owners  ;  3.  A  sale  of  property  after  damage  had  accrued,  would  not  transfer 
claim  to  damages.    Railroad  Co.  t.  Mower  Co.,  74. 

6.  By  written  memorandum  A.  agreed  to  buy,  and  the  B.  company  to  sell, 
1000  tons  of  old  rails,  delivery  to  be  before  August  Ist,  and  also  200  to  600 
tons  for  delivery  between  August  1st  and  October  1st.  Contract  was  dated 
January  3 Ist,  1880,  and  was  signed  by  vice-president  for  company,  and  he  had 
full  authority  to  make  it.  On  February  17th  vice-president  wrote  to  A.  inclos- 
ing minute  of  resolution,  purporting  to  have  been  passed  at  meeting  of  directors 
of  company  on  February  16th  confirming  concract,  but  specifying  2000  pounds, 
as  ton  contemplated.  On  February  28th  A.  replied  to  this  letter,  saying  that 
the  sale  was  an  absolute  and  final  unconditional  sale,"  and  that  number  of 
pounds  per  ton  was  to  be  2240.  This  was  number  understood  between  the  parties 
at  time  of  making  contract.  No  reply  was  made  to  last  letter,  which  ended 
with  we  hope  to  hear  from  you  at  your  early  convenience,''  until  June  14th, 
when  company  wrote  tendering  1000  tons  of  2240  lbs.  By  that  time  price  of 
old  rails  had  fallen.  Held^  that  contract  was  in  full  force,  and  that  company 
was  not  estopped  from  setting  it  up  against  A.    Wheeler  v.  Railroad  Co.^  680. 

7.  Validity  op  Contracts  iw  Bsbtraiht  op  Trabb,  217,  281. 

CONVERSION.    See  Chabitt,  2. 
COPYRIGHT. 

1.  Statute  appointing  state  reporter,  authorizing  secretary  of  state  to  con- 
tract for  publication  of  his  reports  and  giving  to  contractor  exclusive  right  to 
publish  same,  confers  no  right  to  copyright,  nor  any  exclusive  right  to  publish, 
opinions  of  court.    Banks  v.  Manchester j  519  and  note. 

2.  QntBre^  Whether  state,  through  its  reporter,  can  secure  copyright  in 
opinions  of  its  judges.  Id. 

3.  Copjrright  of  legal  works,  generally.    Id.^  note. 

CORPORATION.  See  Bills  and  Notes,  3.  Constitutional  Law,  17. 
Equity,  13.  Malicious  Pkosecution,  12.  Married  Women  ab  Cor- 
porators, p.  366.  Municipal  Corporation.  Receiver,  2.  Removal 
of  Causes,  2,  3.    Taxation,  2-4. 

1 .  There  is  no  liability  on  subscription  to  stock  of  corporation  with  fixed 
capital,  until  whole  amount  is  subscribed.    Temple  v.  Lemon^  481. 

2.  Such  subscriber  cannot  be  held  individually  liable  for  debt  of  corporation, 
unless  he  has  estopped  himself  from  alleging  that  whole  of  fixed  capital  stock 
was  never  subscribed.  Id. 

3.  Cannot  defend  itself,  in  action  for  tort  done  by  it,  on  ground  that  business 
in  prosecution  of  which  tort  was  done  was  ultra  tires.  Railway  Co,  v.  Baring, 
681. 

4.  Agent  of  railroad  company  ejected,  with  unnecessary  violence,  passenger 
from  cars.    Held,  the  company  was  liable  for  injury  to  passenger.  Id. 

5.  President  of,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  cannot  enmimber  its  property  by 
mortgage  or  judgment  confessed  for  money  borrowed.  Stokes  v.  Pottery  Co.,  7 4. 

6.  His  being  owner  of  nearly  all  its  capital  stock,  and  its  president,  treas- 
urer and  active  manager,  and  being  accustomed  to  borrow  money  for  company's 
use,  will  not  give  him  this  power.    Powers  of  president  generally.  Id. 

7.  Corporation  having  become  insolvent,  its  receiver,  as  representative  of 
creditors,  can  object  that  confessed  judgment  against  corporation,  was  not  so 
obtained  as  to  bind  it.  Id. 

8.  Cause  of  forfeiture  of  franchise  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  or  enforced 
by  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose.    Attorney- General  v.  Railroad  Co.,  619. 

9.  Where  corporation  is  absolutely  dead  in  law,  court  of  equity  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  enjoin  threatened  acts  by  persons  assuming  to  act  on  behalf  of,  and  in 
name  of  dead  corporation.  Id. 

10.  And  if  valid  corporation  assumes  to  exercise  licenses  or  powers  by  vir- 
tue of  invalid  ordinance  of  municipal  corporation,  or  in  excess  of  authority 
legally  conferred  upon  it,  court  of  equity  may  restrain  it.  Id, 

11.  Is  liable  to  any  one  who  has  accepted  its  stock  certificate  and  acted 
thereon  to  his  injury,  to  extent  that  loss  has  actually  been  incurred.  Bank  v. 
Baltimore,  543. 
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12.  If  charter  provides  that  corporation  shall  cease  to  exist  if  certain  thing 
is  not  done  in  certain  time,  qaestion  whetlier  corporation  has  ceased  to  exist 
can  he  judicially  determined  only  in  salt  to  which  Commonwealth  is  party. 
Br\gg4  v.  Canal  Co.,  75. 

13.  Gas  companies  having  right  to  use  streets  of  city  for  their  pipes  may, 
by  certiorari^  challenge  legality  of  municipal  proceedings  designed  to  give  sim- 
ilar rights  tu  rival  companies,  and  individuals  owning  soil  of  street  may  also 
question  claim  of  a  gas  company  to  lay  its  pipes  therein.  People^a  Co,  v. 
Jersey  City,  75. 

14.  Foreign  insolvent  corporation,  if  still  in  existence,  can  be  compelled  by 
mandamus  or  bill  in  equity  to  collect  its  unpaid  subscriptions  wherever  stock- 
holders may  reside ;  and  if  it  has  ceased  to  exist,  receiver  should  be  appointed, 
and  courts  of  other  states  would  recognise  right  of  receiver,  same  as  they 
would  of  corporation  itself,  if  still  in  existence,  to  prosecute  actions  at  law, 
for  recovery  of  unpaid  subscriptions.    Ihtterson  v.  Lynde^  542. 

15.  Unpaid  subscriptions  are  trust  fund  for  payment  of  debts  of  corpora- 
tion, which  is  the  trustee.  When,  therefora,  corporation  has  ceased  to  exist, 
then  court  of  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  and  wind  up  its  alfairs.  Id, 

16.  To  enforce  liability  of  stockholder  for  his  unpaid  stock,  it  is  indispen- 
sable that  corporation  (or  if  it  has  ceased  to  exist,  all  its  stockholders  and 
creditors)  should  be  before  court.  ld» 

17.  While  foreign  receiver  should  not  be  permitted,  as  against  claims  of 
resident  creditors,  to  remove  assets  of  debtor,  yet  he  may  be  allowed  to  do 
so  when  resident  creditors  have  no  fixed  legal  claim  to  the  property ;  so, 
when  creditors  have  not  fixed  liens  thereon,  he  may  sue  for  unpaid  subscrip- 
tions, and  collect  same,  subject  to  order  of  court  appointing  him.  Id, 

18.  If  officer  of  private  corporation  performs  an  illegal  act,  or  such  act  (e.  g. 
excluding  colored  persons  from  omnibuses)  is  performed  by  his  orders  where 
he  has  authority  to  control  servant  doing  act,  and  injury  results  therefrom, 
officer  will  be  liable  in  damages  to  injured  person,  although  corporation  may 
also  be  liable.    Peck  v.  Cooper^  542. 

19.  Retaining  of  servant  of  company  after  knowledge  is  brought  home  to 
officer  or  agent  of  company  of  his  misconduct,  resulting  in  personal  injury  to 
another,  hiu9  been  held  evidence  characterizing  animtu  of  those  controlling 
company,  and  as  ingredient  in  measure  of  damages.  Id. 

20.  Where  act  incorporating  railroad  company  authorized  a  mortgage  of  its 
"charter  and  works  "  and  exempted  it  from  certain  taxation,  heldy  after  fore- 
closure under  such  mortgage  and  reorganization  of  company,  that  the  exemp- 
tion from  taxation  did  not  extend  to  reorganized  company.  Bailroad  Co,  v. 
Commisgioners,  210. 

21.  Trustees  of,  who  are  liable  under  statute,  in  consequence  of  failure  to 
publish  and  file  report  of  capital  and  debts  within  twenty  days  after  first  of 
year,  for  *'all  the  debts  of  the  company  then  existing,"  are  not  liable  for 
amount  of  judgment  recovered  in  suit  in  tort  against  company  before  first  of 
year  in  question.    Chase  v.  Curtis^  842. 

22.  Although  existence  of  corporations  voluntarily  organized  under  general 
statutes,  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally,  yet  if  they  have  resulted  from 
fraudulent  combinations  of  individuals  to  procure  powers,  under  circumstances 
and  for  purposes  not  within  legislative  intent,  who  under  shelter  of  their 
charter  are  about  to  exercise  powers  oppressive  to  an  individual,  they  may  be 
restrained  by  private  suit  of  those  injured,  or  about  to  be.  Neimeyer  v.  Bail- 
road,  75. 

23.  When  proposed  act  of  railroad  company  in  taking  land  for  its  track  is 
unauthorized,  it  may  be  restrained  by  injunction.  Jd, 

24.  By-law  of  religious  society  provided  for  the  dropping  from  its  list  of  any 
member  ceasing  to  regularly  worship  with  the  society,  or  failing  to  contribute 
to  support  of  its  public  worship  for  one  year.  Held,  that  vote  of  society,  after 
hearing,  was  necessary.    Gray  v.  Society,  273. 

25.  By-law  of  such  society  provided  that  object  for  which  special  meeting  was 
called,  must  be  stated.  Another  by-law  provided  that  new  member  must  be 
approved  by  vote  of  society.    Held,  that  elections  of  new  members  at  special 
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meeting  warrant  for  which  contained  no  article  for  admission  of  new  members, 
but  contained  general  article,  To  transact  any  other  business  that  may  legally 
come  before  said  meeting,"  were  invalid.  Id, 

26.  Where  transaction  with  incorporated  banking  association  properly  per- 
tains to  business  of  such  association,  neither  abuse  or  disregard  of  his  auUioriQr 
by  managing  officer  or  agent,  nor  his  fraud  or  bad  faith  wiU  be  permitted  to  hie 
shown  in  defence  of  such  bank  in  action  against  it  by  innocent  party,  growing 
out  of  such  transaction.   Bcmk  r.  Blakesley^  348. 

27.  Creditor  defrauded  by  misrepresentations  of  real  capital  of  bank  has 
remedy  in  tort  against  all  who  participated  in  fraud,  but  entire  body  of  creditors 
who  have  not  suffered  from  alleged  fraud  cannot  recover  from  entire  body  of 
stockholders  who  have  taken  no  part  in  it.  Even  where  suit  is  prosecuted  for 
creditors  by  receiver,  pleadings  shoi^ld  set  forth  facts  entitling  each  creditor  to 
action  ;  and  it  is  essential  that  creditor  should  have  acted  on  the  misrepresenta- 
tion to  his  injury.    Fouche  v.  Brower,  141. 

26.  Steamship  company  transferred  its  ships  and  other  property  to  another 
company  organized  to  succeed  it,  and  officers  in  old  company  became  officers  in 
new,  and  business  went  on  under  their  direction.  After  transfer,  man  was 
killed  by  collision  between  canal  boats  and  one  of  steamships  transferred  to  new 
company.  His  widow  sued  and  obtained  judgment  against  old  company.  Be/d, 
that  property  transferred  to  new  company  could  not  be  subjected  in  equity  to 
payment  of  this  judgment.    Grajf  v.  Steamship  Co.^  681. 

29.  Secretary  of  joint  stock  company  issued  share  certificate  signed  by  him- 
self and  under  seal  of  company  (which  had  been  improperly  affixed),  and  with 
forged  signature  of  a  director.  It  was  duty  of  secretary  to  have  transfers 
registered,  to  procure  preparation,  &c.,  of  certificates  and  to  issue  them. 
Transferee  of  person  to  whom  forged  certificate  was  issued,  applied  to  company 
to  have  shares  registered  in  his  name  and  was  refused.  JEfeld^  tliat  transferee 
was  entitled  to  recover  value  of  shares  from  company.  Shaw  v.  Mining  Co., 
90,  and  note, 

30.  Fire  insurance  company  incorporated  in  Pennsylvania  is  entitled  to  bring 
in  Maryland  court,  for  use  of  receiver  of  such  company  appointed  in  Pennsyl- 
vania by  decree  which  declared  the  company  dissolved,  but  referred  to  the  act 
which  authorized  the  decree,  and  which  art  authorized  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  with  power  to  prosecute  and  defend  suits  in  the  name  of  the  corpora- 
tion^  or  otherwise,  and  to  do  all  other  acts  which  might  be  done  by  such  corpo- 
ration, if  in  being,  that  are  necessary  for  the  final  settlement "  of  its  unfinished 
business,  an  action  to  recover  from  Maryland  policy  holder  assessment  upon  his 
premium  note,  where  the  suit  is  not  brought  by  receiver  in  his  official  capacity. 
Lycominy  Co,  v.  Langtey,  210. 

CORPSE. 

1.  Administrator  has  no  such  properly  in  body  of  decedent  as  will  enable  him 
to  recover  damages  for  its  mutilation  through  negligence  of  railroad.  Griffith 
V.  Railroad^  586,  and  note,, 

2.  Semble,  He  may,  however,  recover  damages -in  such  case  for  destruction 
of  the  apparel  on  such  body.  Id, 

3.  Rights  of  living  persons  over  dead  bodies,    /c/.,  note. 

COSTS.    See  Attorhbt,  4.    E&bobs  afd  Appeals,  2.   Infakt,  4. 
COUNTY.    See  Munioipal  Corforatioh. 

COURTS.    See  Coptbioht.    Judoxent,  2.   Mandamus,  2.  Will,  4. 

Decree  of  Orphans*  Court,  granting  letters  of  administration,  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned collaterally.    Plume  v.  Howard  Ine,,  75. 

CREDITORS'  BILL.    See  Uwited  States  Courts,  3. 

CRIMINAL  LAW.    See  Constitutional  Law,  10.    Etidencb,  12.  Iktoxi- 

CATINO  LlQUOBS,  1.     TrIAL,  6.     WlTHBSB,  1,  2. 
I.  Generally, 

1 .  In  Kansas  coercion  of  wife  is  not  presumed,  but  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
jury.    State  v.  Hendricks^  76. 
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2.  Person  on  trial  for  assanlt  with  intent  to  murder,  is  competent  to  testify  aa 
to  purpose  for  which  he  procured  instrument  with  which  he  committed  assault. 
Fenwick  v.  State^  745. 

3.  Former  conviction  is  bar  to  any  offence  of  which  defendant  might  havo 
been  convicted  under  indictment  and  proof  in  first  case.  Instance,  several 
different  sales  of  liquor.    State  v.  NvntUy^  76. 

4.  At  trial  testimony  of  witness,  identifying  defendant  by  his  voice,  whom 
witness  has  heard  speak  only  once  before  occasion  of  commission  of  offence 
charged,  which  was  after  dark,  is  competent.    Comnumweaith  v.  Hayes^  543. 

5.  Person  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  infamous  crime,  without  having  been 
presented  or  indicted  by  grand  jury,  as  required  by  Fifth  Amendment  of  Con- 
stitution United  States,  is  entitled  to  discharge  on  habeas  corpus  from  Supreme 
Court  United  States.    Ex  parte  Wilson  ^  481. 

6.  Crime  punishable  by  imprisonment  for  term  of  years  at  hard  labor,  is  an 
infamous  crime"  within  this  amendment.  Id, 

7.  In  separate  trial  of  one  of  two  persons  jointly  indicted  for  murder,  other 
defendant,  even  while  indictment  is  still  pending  against  him  on  plea  of  not 
guilty,  may,  with  his  own  consent,  be  called  as  witness  against  co-defendant. 
State  V.  Barrows,  142. 

8.  "Beasonable  doubt,"  definition  of,  and  instruction  of  jury  as  to  what 
proof  of  guilt  the  law  requires.    State  v.  Rounds,  142. 

9.  Prisoner  is  in  jeopardy  from  time  that  jury  is  impannelled  and  sworn  in 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  upon  sufficient  indictment ;  and  entry  of  no/ 
pros.,  or  discharge  of  juror,  after  that,  without  his  consent,  operates  as  an 
acquittal,  except  in  cases  of  overruling  necessity,  as  death  or  illness  of  judge  or 
juror,  or  inability  of  jury  to  agree  on  verdict.    WTutmore  v.  State,  274. 

10.  At  common  law  court  trying  party  for  crime  committed  within  its  juris- 
diction, will  not  investigate  manner  of  Us  capture  in  foreign  state  or  country. 
Ker  V.  Pet^e,  142. 

11.  Fugitive  from  justice  guilty  of  offence  for  which  he  is  subject  to  extra- 
dition, has  no  asylum  in  foreign  country.  When  extradited  he  cannot  be  tried 
for  any  otlier  offence  than  that  for  which  he  has  been  extradited,  without  first 
being  afforded  an  opportunity  to  return.  But  this  doctrine  does  not  apply 
when  he  has  been  brought  back  forcibly ;  and  for  his  illegal  and  forcible  re- 
moval from  foreign  country,  the  country  alone  can  complain.  Id. 

12.  Where  there  is  no  extradition  treaty  no  obligation  to  surrender  criminals 
exists ;  but  as  matter  of  comity  between  friendly  nations,  great  offenders  are 
usually  surrendered  on  request.  Id. 

13.  Confession  of  prisoner  with  proof  that  offence  was  actually  committed  by 
some  one,  will  warrant  conviction.    Melton  v.  State,  273. 

14.  Defendant  cannot  be  convicted  upon  testimony  of  partakers  in  crime, 
whether  his  guilt  be  in  same  degree  or  not,  unless  corroborated  by  evidence  to 
connect  defendant  with  commission  of  offence  ;  corroboration  is  not  sufficient, 
if  it  merely  prove  corpus  delicti  and  circumstances  thereof.  Id. 

15.  Court  will  reverse  judgment  of  conviction,  in  case  of  felony,  where  evi- 
dence on  which  it  is  based  is  all  circumstantial  and  of  unsatisfactory  character. 
Province  of  jury  and  duty  of  court.    Mooney  v.  People,  274. 

II.  Assault.    See  ante,  2. 

16.  Where  assault  and  battery  complained  of  were  part  of  one  preconcerted 
affray,  evidences  of  other  fij^hts  engaged  in  by  defendants  in  execution  of  their 
unlawful  purpose,  is  admissible.    Rhinehart  v.  Whitehead,  746. 

17.  One  who  goes  to  place  with  others  with  intent  to  get  up  fight  with  persons 
there,  may  be  liable  for  assault  and  battery  committed  in  execution  of  that  pur- 
pose, although  he  did  not  actually  participate  in  such  assault.  Id. 

III.  Bastardy. 

18.  Bastard  may  not  be  exhibited  to  jury  for  purpose  of  showing* by  its 
likeness  to  defendant  that  it  is  his  child.  Hanawalt  v.  State,  746. 

rV.  Burglary. 

19.  Lifting  of  latch  and  pushing  open  closed  door,  with  intent  expressed  in 
statute,  is  a  sufficient  breaking.    State  v.  Groning^  274. 
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v.  Carrying  weapon, 

90.  Not  necessary  to  prove  that  pistol  was  loaded.    Slate  t.  TFordZov,  76. 

YI.  Gambling. 

21.  Selling  of  pools  on  horse  races,  and  keeping  of  rooms  where  sodi  pools 
are  sold,  do  not  constitute  offence  within  statnte  prohibiting  keeping  of  gaming 
table  or  other  place  of  gambling,  and  which  declares  lhat  ail  games,  devices 
and  contriyanoes  at  which  money  or  any  other  thing  shall  be  bet  or  wagered, 
shall  be  deemed  a  gaming  table.   James     Staie^  745. 

VII.  Larceny.    See  DuRsas,  i. 

28.  Possession  of  stolen  property  is  not  alone  sufficient  to  sustain  oonyictioD. 
It  must  appear  that  property  was  recently  stolen ;  possession  must  be  unex- 
plained, and  in  some  form  inyolve  assertion  of  property  in  possessor.  Sk^ 
herdy.  State,  416. 

23.  At  common  law  there  are  three  cases  in  which  conyiction  for  larceny  may 
be  sustained  when  apparent  possession  is  in  accused  :  1st.  Where  accused  has 
mere  custody  of  property,  as  contradistinguished  from  possession,  as  in  case 
of  servants,  guests  and  the  like  :  2d.  Where  he  obtained  custody  and  apparent 
possession  by  means  of  fraud,  or  with  purpose  to  steal  property  ;  and  3d. 
Where  one  has  acquired  possession  by  valid  contract  of  bailment,  which  is 
afterwards  terminated  by  some  tortious  act  of  bailee,  or  otherwise,  whereby 
possession  reverts  to  owner^  leaving  custody  merely  with  former,  and  he  felo- 
niously converts  property  to  his  own  use.    Johnson  v.  BeopU,  745. 

24.  Where  owner  intends  to  part  both  with  title  and  possession,  and  pro- 
perty is  delivered  in  pursuance  of  such  intention,  person  receiving  it  cannot 
be  convicted  of  larceny,  although  transfer  was  induced  by  fraud  of  latter,  and 
with  a  purpose  to  steal  it.  Id. 

YIII.  Manslaughter. 

25.  To  constitute  manslaughter,  where  there  is  no  evil  intent,  it  is  sufficient 
if  the  killing  is  result  of  reckless  or  foolhardy  presumption,  judged  by  standard 
of  what  would  be  reckless  in  roan  of  ordinary  prudence  under  same  circum- 
stances. Rule  applied  where  woman  died  from  treatment  administered  with 
her  consent,  of  one  who  publicly  practised  as  physician.  Commontoeakk  v. 
Pierce,  117,  and  note. 

IX.  Receiving  Stolen  Goods. 

26.  If  pigeons  are  stolen  from  house  in  which  they  were  confined  by  owner, 
and  are  found  in  possession  of  person  who  bought  them  of  another  about  two 
weeks  after  larceny,  latter  may  be  convicted  of  such  larceny  if  his  possession  of 
pigeons  is  not  satisfactorily  explained.    Commmweaith  v.  Deegan,  544. 

DAMAGES.  See  Amendment.  Bailment,  4.  Common  Cabribr,  16, 18,  25, 
27.  Conflict  of  Laws,  1.  Contract,  5.  Cobporatiov,  19.  Ease- 
MBNT,  2.  Equity,  17,  18.  Former  Recovbrt,  3.  Insurance,  7.  Ma- 
licious Prosecution,  2.  Negligence,  11,  16,  40.  Pleading,  5,  6. 
Railroad,  2.   Telegraph,  2,  9. 

1.  In  action  for  assault  and  battery  where  punitory  damages  are  rooover- 
able,  financial  condition  of  defendant  may  be  shown  by  evidence  of  his  re- 
puted wealth.    Draper  v.  Baker,  142.    See  infra,  5. 

2.  Verdict  of  $1200  for  assault  and  battery  by  spitting  in  plaintiflfs  face, 
is  not  so  large  as  to  induce  court  to  believe  that  jury  were  actuated  by  passion, 
prejudice,  or  other  improper  motive.  Id. 

8.  Measure  of,  for  breach  of  contract  to  assign  insurance  policy  to  pur- 
chaser of  insured  property  is  only  the  amount  necessary  to  procure  policy  for 
remainder  of  time  it  had  to  run.    Dodd  v.  Joneh,  34,  and  note. 

4.  Measure  of,  ibr  breach  of  contract  generally,  especially  in  mai^n  trans- 
actions.   Id,,  note, 

5.  On  trial  of  action  of  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  plaintiff  may  give 
in  evidence  pecuniary  circumstances  of  defendant  to  enhance  his  damages,  and 
defendant  may  then  give  counter  evidence  ;  but  unless  such  evidence  is  given 
by  plaintiff  defendant  has  no  right  to  introduce  proof  on  that  subject,  even 
in  mitigation  of  damages.    Afullin  v.  Stangerberg,  544. 
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6.  For  death  of  any  person  are  limited  by  statute  to  such  as  arise  from 
pecuniary  injury  to  widow  and  next  of  kin.  Injury  received  by  some  of  next 
of  kin,  by  dissolution  of  partnership  relation  between  them  and  deceased,  is 
not  within  statute.  Injury  claimed  to  arise  by  deprivation  of  such  services  and 
counsel  as  father  might  probably  id^e  to  his  children,  must  be  limited  to  such 
services  and  counsel,  as  would  be  of  pecuniary  advantage.  D&narett  v.  IMtle^ 
746. 

7.  Where  injury  claimed  is  deprivation  of  probability  of  receiving  such 
probable  accumulations  as  deceased  might  have  made  if  he  had  continued  in 
life,  income  derivable  from  funds  invested,  and  which  next  of  kin  have 
received,  should  not  be  taken  into  account,  and  due  weight  must  b  given  fo 
contingencies  which  might  diminish  probable  accumulations  or  divert  them  from 
next  of  kin.  Id, 

8.  In  action  of  trespass  against  railroad  for  running  cars  over  ground,  title 
to  which,  owing  to  failure  to  comply  with  certain  statutory  requisites,  never 
vested  in  railroad,  Ae/cf,  that  plaintiff  should  be  confined  to  damages  caused  by 
running  cars  over  the  ground.   Railroad  v.  Boifd,  797. 

DEATH.    See  Aotiof,  2,  3. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR.    See  Agtiok,  15.   Abbionment,  11.  Eboapb. 
ExBMFTiON.    Payment,  I.    Sale,  8,  9. 

1.  Property  sold  conditionally  and  delivered,  without  legal  record  of  lien, 
passes  to  assignee  of  vendee  under  Vermont  insolvent  law.  Collender  Co,  v. 
Marshall,  620. 

2.  Contract  by  which  vendee  of  billiard  tables  agrees  to  pay  in  monthly 
instalments  in  one  year  entire  value  of  tables,  and  if  he  so  paid  property  was 
to  be  his,  and  if  not,  vendor's,  is  a  conditional  sale  and  not  a  lease.  Id» 

3.  Where  one  in  Vermont  orders  goods  from  party  in  New  York  on  certain 
terms,  as  to  payment,  &c.,  but  they  arc  shipped,  consigned  to  vendor,  and 
accepted  on  different  terms,  Held,  that  contract  was  made  in  Vermont.  Id, 

4.  Purchaser  of  real  estate  at  execution  sale  may  in  equity  avoid  conveyances 
previously  made  by  judgment-debtor  in  fraud  of  his  creditors.  Belcher  v. 
Arnold,  416. 

5.  Right  to  recover  property  conveyed  in  fraud  of  creditors  by  debtor  subse- 
quently adjudicated  bankrupt,  is  vested  in  assignee  alone,  and  cannot  be  exer- 
cised by  creditors  in  case  of  assignee's  failure  to  bring  action  within  time 
limited.   McCartin  v.  Perry,  4i6. 

6.  Complainant  recovered  judgment  at  law  against  defendant's  brother  for 
false  imprisonment,  and  afterwards  filed  creditor's  bill  to  set  aside,  as  fraudu- 
lent, two  conveyances  of  land  by  brother  to  defendant.  Evidence  showed  that 
lands  in  fact  belonged  to  defendant,  although  legal  title  had  been  in  name  of 
brother.  Held,  that  there  was,  against  defendant,  no  ground  of  estoppel. 
UUis  V.  Oallagher,  416. 

DECEDENTS'  ESTATES.    See  Equity,  19,  20.   Executors  and  Admikib- 

TRATOB8. 

DECLARATIONS.    See  Etidbncb,  20. 

DEED.  See  Acknowledgment.  Qivt,  3.  Infant,  2,  3.  Notice,  2.  Trust 
AND  Trustee,  3. 

1 .  Mother  was  induced  by  son,  while  she  was  in  feeble  state  of  mind,  to 
execute  deed  to  him  for  her  land,  including  her  homestead,  under  assurance 
and  belief  that  it  would  not  take  effect  until  recorded,  and  grantee  agreed  not 
to  procure  same  to  be  recorded  during  life  of  grantor.  Held,  deed  would  not 
take  effect  as  to  grantee,  and  grantor  might  destroy  same  at  pleasure.  Sands  v. 
Sands,  544. 

2.  B.,  being  owner  in  fee  of  tract  of  land  conveyed  to  his  mother  an  undi- 
vided third  part  of  it  during  her  widowhood.  Subsequently  B.  and  his  wife 
conveyed  same  land  to  W.  by  deed,  granting  clause  of  which  states  that  gran- 
tors conveyed  unto  W.  **all  their  estate,"  Ac.,  in  **  the  following  described 
parts  of  tracts  or  parcels  of  land.  *  *  *  It  is  nndersiood  by  the  parties  herein 
mentioned,  that  the  interest  herein  conveyed  is  the  two-thirds  of  the  above 
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described  land.*'  H^d,  that  this  deed  onlj  coDreyed  to  W.  a  two-thirds  inter 
est  in  the  land  described.    Zittle     WeUer,  747. 

8.  Role  that  of  two  contradictory  or  repugnant  claoses  in  deed  first  shall 
prevail,  docs  not  apply  to  supposed  contradiction  between  parts  of  same  clause. 
Id, 

DELIVERY.    See  Bailicent,  I,  8,  4.  Gift. 

DEMURRER.    See  Hubbakd  and  Wifs,  18.    Pleadtno,  5,  6. 

DESCENT. 

1 .  At  common  law,  bastard  has  no  right  of  inheritance.  In  Illinois,  bastard 
may,  under  statute,  inherit  from  its  mother,  but  not  from  its  fncher,  unless  he 
shall  have  married  the  mother  and  acknowledge  child  as  his  own.  Stoiu  t. 
Doering,  544. 

S.  Descent  and  heirship  of  real  estate  are  exclusively  governed  by  laws  of 
country  within  which  property  is  actually  situated.  Id, 

DEVISE.    See  Cha&itt,  2.  Will. 

DIVORCE.    See  Bubbahd  and  Wife,  I. 

DOMICILE.    See  Attachment,  1.    Husband  and  Wife,  S,  II,  14.  Pabent 
AND  Child,  S. 

1 .  Presence  and  intention  to  remain  in  place  only  while  a  student,  do  not 
confer  domicile.  Presumption  is  against  student's  right  to  vote.  Semders  t. 
Gi'tchel,  76. 

2.  Grandfather  or  grandmother  of  infant,  when  next  of  kin,  is  guardian  by 
nature  of  such  infant ;  and  infants  having  domicile  in  one  state,  who  after  death 
of  parents  take  up  residence  at  home  of  paternal  grandmother  and  next  of  kin 
in  another  state,  acquire  her  domicile.    Lamar  t.  Mioou,  481. 

DONATIO  CAUSA  MORTIS.    See  Gift,  1,  2. 

DURESS. 

1 .  Note  and  mortgage  given  by  mother  to  son's  employer,  from  whom  he  had 
embezzled,  with  protection  of  son  from  exposure  and  prosecution  as  controlling 
motive,  will  be  cancelled.    Foley  r.  Chreenej  416. 

2.  No  action  can  be  maintained  upon  promissory  note,  given  by  person  under 
arrest  on  complaint  for  larceny  of  property,  exceeding  in  value  $100,  to  owner 
of  property  alleged  to  have  been  stolen,  under  agreement  that  complaint  shall 
be  placed  on  file,  plaintiff  having  received  note  with  notice  of  circumstances ; 
question  of  guilt  or  innocence  of  accused  not  open  in  such  action.  Gorham  v. 
Keyes,  482. 

EASEMENT. 

1.  Burden  of  proof  is  on  defendant  who  sets  np  prescriptire  right  to  have 
water  flow  on  plaintifi^s  land  from  roof  of  his  artificial  structure  ;  not  sufficient 
to  show  that  structure  had  been  in  same  condition  for  more  than  twenty  years. 
Booten  v.  Barnard,  76. 

2.  Plaintiff  proving  an  invasion  of  his  rights  by  defendant  is  entitled  to  at 
least  nominal  damages.  Id. 

EJECTMENT.    See  Municipal  Cobporation,  11.    Tbesfabs,  2.  United 
States,  2. 

1.  Where  land  is  forfeited  to  state  for  non-payment  of  taxes,  and  state  fails 
to  convey  title  to  purchaser  for  reason  of  illegality  in  its  sale,  original  owner 
has  better  title  than  purchaser.    Chandler  v.  WiUon,  798. 

2.  Person  having  for  over  twenty  years  a  recorded  deed  of  township  of 
mainly  wild  land,  during  the  time  lumbering  on  some  portions  of  it  and  cul- 
tivating others,  does  not  thereby  divest  true  owner  of  his  title  of  certain  lots 
within  township,  such  lots  not  having  been  occupied  during  that  period  of  time. 
Id. 

3.  Person  who  obtains  title  of  three  of  five  heirs  of  owner  of  land,  deceased, 
can  recover  only  three  undivided  fifllis  of  the  land  of  a  person  in  possession, 
although  latter  person  does  not  occupy  under  other  heirs.  Id, 
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ELECTIONS.   See  Domicile,  1. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN.  See  Conbtitutional  Law,  III.  Cobforation,  23. 

EQUITY.  See  Assionmknt,  7,  8.  Bauk,  8.  Bills  and  Notbs,  10.  Corpo- 
RATiON,  9,  10,  14-16,  28.  Erbobs  and  Appeals,  3.  Kxecutoes  and 
Adxinistbatorb,  5.  Frauds,  Statute  of,  4,  12.  Husband  and  Wife, 
20,  25,  27.  Notice,  4.  Pabent  and  Child,  8.  Partition,  2.  Part- 
nership, 10,  U.  Railboad,  5-7.  Salb,  5.  Set  Off,  S.  Specific 
Pbrfobmancb. 

1.  Dismissal  of  bill  on  demurrer  carries  cross-bill  with  it.  Johnammsen  t. 
Tauer,  143. 

2.  Where  person  seeks  to  reform  instrument  on  ground  of  mistake,  the  mis- 
take and  exact  form  intention  of  parties  requires  instrument  to  assume,  must  be 
indubitably  shown.    Keedy  v.  Ncdly^  798. 

8.  The  application  for  relief  must  be  made  with  due  diligence,  and  time  runs 
from  discovery  of  mistake.  Id, 

4.  Will  not  interfere  to  remove  cloud  upon  title  in  favor  of  party  out  of 
possession,  claiming  under  legal  title,  against  antagonist  who  is  in  possession 
under  written  title.    Weaver  v.  Arnold,  682. 

5.  Motion  by  defendant  in  bill,  to  set  aside  interlocutory  decree,  and  for  leave 
to  file  new  answer,  is  addressed  to  discretion  of  court,  with  which  higher  court 
will  not  interfere,  unless  discretion  has  been  abused.    Schmidt  v.  Braleyj  482. 

6.  Proper  practice  in  case  defendant  desires  to  file  new  answer,  is  to  prepare 
and  submit  it  with  motion  for  leave  to  file.  Id, 

7.  In  action  to  reform  contract  and  for  relief  thereunder,  aOer  same  is 
reformed,  court  may  specifically  enforce  same,  or  give  adequate  compensation 
for  its  non-performance.    Railroad  v.  Steir\/ield,  482. 

8.  On  trial  of  action  to  reform  and  enforce  or  rescind  written  contract,  there 
may  be  given  in  evidence  the  original  writing  made  by  same  parties,  and  also 
the  subsequent  acts  done  or  procured  to  be  done  by  party  charged  with  fraud, 
and  which  tend  to  prove  fraud  or  mistake.  Id, 

9.  On  such  trial  it  is  error  to  order  contract  set  aside  if  party  complaining 
neither  pays  back  nor  oflTers  to  return  money  received  by  him  under  con- 
tract. Id. 

10.  By  practice  of  United  States  Supreme  Court,  decree  pro  confesso  is  not  a 
decree  as,  of  course,  according  to  prayer  of  bill,  nor  merely  such  as  complainant 
chooses  to  make  it,  but  is  made  according  to  what  is  proper  to  be  decreed  upon 
statements  of  bill  assumed  to  be  true.    Thompson  v.  Wooster,  417. 

11.  Defendants  cannot  allege  anything  in  derogation  of  such  decree,  unre- 
voked, or  question  its  correctness  on  appeal,  unless  on  face  of  bill  it  appears 
manifest  that  it  was  improperly  granted.  Id, 

12.  Delay  of  fourteen  years  in  application  for  re-issue  of  patent  is  strongly 
presumed  to  be  unreasonable,  but  court  cannot  say,  as  matter  of  law,  that  it  is 
not  susceptible  of  explanation  ;  and  this  defence  cannot  be  set  up  after  decree 
pro  confesao.  Id. 

13.  Where  trustees  of  corporation  gave  bond,  secured  by  mortgage  on  corpo- 
rate property,  which,  in  strict  legal  effect,  bound  them  individually,  court  of 
equity  will  enjoin  action  at  law  against  them  thereon,  if  it  appears  that  there 
was  no  intention  on  tlieir  part  to  become  personally  liable.  Maps  v.  Cooper,  343. 

14.  Policy  of  insurance  issued  in  name  of  agent  of  owner  of  vessel,  instead 
of  in  name  of  principal,  through  mistake  of  insurance  company's  agent  in  pre- 
paring application,  without  any  representation  or  mistake  of  owner  or  applicant, 
may  bo  rectified  after  loss  of  vessel,  altliough  agent  signed  application  with  his 
own  name  "  for  applicant."    Hill  v.  Insurance  Co,,  416. 

15.  After  decree  disposing  of  issues  and  in  accordance  with  prayer  of  bill,  it 
is  not  competent  for  one  of  parties  without  service  of  new  process  or  appear- 
ance, to  institute  further  proceedings  on  new  issues  and  for  new  objects, 
although  connected  with  subject-matter  of  original  litigation,  by  merely  giving 
new  proceedings  title  of  original  cause.   Smiih  v.  Woolfolk,  682. 

16.  If  one  complainant  can,  under  any  circumstances,  have  decree  against 
another  upon  supplemental  or  amended  bill,  it  must  be  upon  notice  to  latter.  Id, 

17.  Court  of,  has  no  inherent  power  to  ascertain  damages  by  reason  of  tor- 
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tious  acts  unattended  by  profit  to  wrongdoer.  There  muj^t  be  some  joint  in- 
terest of  parties  in  the  property  for  court  of  equity  to  assess  the  damages.  In 
case  of  trespass  where  no  snch  relation  exists  equity  will  follow  the  rule  of  law 
as  to  the  damages.    Atlantic  Co.  v.  Jdaryland  Co.,  21 1. 

18.  The  right  to  maintain  action  of  quare  clausum  frtgit  exists  in  Maryland, 
whether  defendant  conomitted  the  trespass  nnwillipgly  or  wilfully.  If  adjoining 
owner  has  made  mistake  as  to  his  title  or  boundaries  in  mining  coal,  lowest 
measure  of  damages  is  value  of  coal  immediately  upon  conversion,  without 
abatement  of  cost  of  severance.    Equity  cannot  change  this  measure.  Id. 

19.  It  appearing  that  two  sons  had  worked  their  father's  farms,  under  agree- 
ment that  they  should  do  so  until  they  had  accumulated  for  him  a  fnnd  of 
$12,000,  and  then  they  should  have  the  farms  free  of  rent  during  his  life,  and 
that  specified  sum  had  been  gathered  about  a  year  before  father's  death,  and 
thereafter  sons  had  enjoyed  use  of  farms  free  until  father  died ;  H«idy  that  sons 
had  no  reason  to  complain,  on  appeal,  that  chancellor  had  made  too  small  an 
allowance  to  them  for  services  rendered  under  that  contract.  LartMon  v.  iU- 
hfTRus,  343. 

20.  Parties  who  in  pleadings  and  proofs,  have  insisted  that  they  were  not 
accountable  to  him  for  rental  value  of  land  of  which  ancestor  died  seised, 
because  they  were  in  possession  as  equitable  owners,  cannot,  at  hearing,  shift 
their  ground,  and  claim  that  they  were  tenants  of  ancestor's  widow,  who  might 
have  been  entitled  to  hold  the  land  until  her  dower  was  assigned,  but  who  has 
disclaimed  such  right.  Id. 

21.  Favorite  son  induced  mother  to  make  conveyance  of  all  her  estate  to  him, 
upon  assurance  that  it  would  not  take  effect  in  her  lifetime.  Mother  was  73 
and  greatly  weakened  in  body  and  mind  from  disease  and  sickness,  so  as  to  be 
incapable  of  transacting  business,  and  proof  showed  deed  was  not  intended  by 
her  to  have  effect  before  her  death,  but  was  handed  to  son  to  be  placed  with 
her  papers,  and  upon  her  recovery  she  destroyed  deed.  H^ld,  that  trial  court 
erred  in  decreeing  that  mother  execute  another  deed  in  place  of  one  destroyed, 
and  in  dismissing  her  cross-bill  to  have  conveyance  made  set  aside.  Sands  v. 
Satuk,  544. 

22.  Statements  by  defendant  who  was  subsequently  arrested  on  a  ne  exeat , 
made  to  complainant's  lawyer,  that  if  suits  should  be  begun  against  him,  and  he 
should  be  likely  to  get  the  worst  of  it,  or  if  any  order  should  be  made  against  him 
by  any  court,  his  lawyer  would  find  it  out  beforehand  and  would  let  him  know, 
BO  that  he  could  and  would  leave  the  state  before  they  could  do  anything  with 
him,  accompanied  by  other  statements,  that  complainant  and  her  father  were 
poor,  and  that  he  would  law  them  both  to  death  if  they  attempted  any  suits 
against  him,  and  that  he  had  put  all  his  property  out  of  his  hands,  but  still  had 
the  benefit  of  it,  are  sufficient,  on  application  for  discharge,  to  bold  him  in  ens- 
tody  under  the  ne  exeat.    Gary  v.  Gzry,  417. 

ERRORS  AND  APPEALS.    See  Admiralty,  2.   CoNgTiTUTiOKxi.  Law,  12. 
Criminal  Law,  15.    Ihfant,  7.    Practice,  I,  2. 

1.  Opinion  of  lower  court  not  part  of  record  in  United  States  Supreme  Court. 
England  y.  Gebhardy  211. 

2.  Supreme  Court  United  States,  upon  dismissing  writ  of  error  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  can  adjudge  to  defendant  in  error  costs  incident  to  motion  to  dii- 
mlss,  but  no  others.    Bradstreet  Co.  v.  BigginSy  482. 

3.  Decrees  in  favor  of  complainants  in  creditor's  bill,  for  certain  sums  of 
money,  are  several,  and  one  whose  decree  is  for  less  than  $5000  cannot  appeal 
to  Supreme  Court  United  States.    Stewart  v.  Dunham,  682. 

4.  Judgment  of  State  Supreme  Court  was,  that  judgment  of  State  District 
Court  be  reversed  with  costs,  with  directions  to  County  Court  to  enter  judgment 
upon  findings  for  plaintiff  as  prayed  for  in  his  complaint.  Hdd,  final  for  pur- 
poses of  writ  of  enor  to  United  States  Supreme  Court.  Mower  y.  FtHcker^  417. 

ESCAPE. 

1 .  Ancient  rule  that  debtor  in  execution,  by  voluntary  escape  became  dis- 
charged both  from  imprisonment  and  debt,  leaving  creditor  to  look  to  sberifT 
alone  for  debt,  is  no  longer  in  force,  and  upon  snch  escape  he  may  be  re-arrested 
and  imprisoned.    People  v.  Bandtett,  274. 
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S.  Where  debtor  has  been  legally  arrested  by  sheriff  under  ca,  sa.  mnning 
in  name  of  people,  and  is  enlarged  on  bond  for  his  appearance,  on  day  set  for 
hearing  of  his  application  for  discharge,  court,  on  refusing  discbarge,  may  order 
him  back  into  officer's  custody  without  process  in  name  of  people,  and  this  may 
he  verbally  done.    People  v.  ffanchettf  274. 

ESTOPPEL.  See  Agent,  4.  Common  Ca&rieb,  9.  Contract,  6.  Cobpo- 
RATiON,  2.  Debtor  and  Cbeditob,  6.  Execution,  4.  Husband  and 
Wife,  8.    Removal  of  Causes,  7. 

If  A.  is  informed  by  B.,  adjoining  owner,  that  B.  proposes  to  erect  wall  on 
liis  own  land,  at  his  own  expense,  and  A.  assents  to  building  of  wall  according 
to  B.'s  line,  as  established  by  survey  of  C,  A.  is  not  estopped  to  maintain  wnt 
of  entry  against  B.,  after  wall  has  been  bailt,  for  land  erroneously  included  in 
such  survey,  if  in  so  assenting  he  acted  under  mistake  of  fact.  Proctor  v.  Putnam 
Co,,  212. 

EVIDENCE.  See  Account,  1.  Admibaltt,  3.  Agent,  7-9.  Attorney,  3. 
Burden  of  Pboof.  Cobpobation,  19.  Cbiminal  Law,  2,  4,  13-16,  18, 
20,  22,  26.  Damages,  1,  5.  Easement,  1.  Equitt,  8,  22.  Expert. 
Frauds,  Statute  of,  U.  Highways,  &c.,  2,  6,  7,  9.  Infancy,  4.  In- 
surance, 8,  9,  14.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  1.  Negligence,  7,  8,  11,  30. 
Partnership,  7,  12,  13.  Possession,  3.  Sunday,  4.  Statute,  3.  Tele- 
graph, 5.   Tort,  3.   Trial,  1.  United  States  Courts,  2.  Witness. 

1.  Matters  of  practice  in  another  state  may  be  proved  by  testimony  of  law- 
yers in  that  state.    BlachoeJl  v.  GUus^  77. 

2.  Justice's  judgment  from  another  state  cannot  be  proved  by  certified  copy 
of  his  minutes.  The  original  minutes  must  be  produced,  or  copy  verified  by 
witnesses  who  have  compared  it  with'  original.  Id^ 

3.  In  action  for  personal  injuries  court  may,  in  proper  case,  at  the  trial  direct 
plaintiff  to  submit  to  personal  examination  by  physicians  on  behalf  of  defendant. 
White  V.  BaUway  Co,,  527,  and  note. 

4.  But  it  is  not  error  for  court  to  refuse  to  so  order,  in  absence  of  any  show- 
ing that  justice  would  be  promoted  thereby,  and  especially  so  when  plaintiff 
submits  to  such  examination  in  presence  of  jury.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Finlayson, 
532,  and  note, 

5.  When  official  reporter  is  not  present  at  trial  to  take  down  exact  words — 
court  having  made  no  minutes — and  counsel  disagree  as  to  what  witness  said 
on  material  matter,  question  is  for  jury ;  and  this  although  defendant  moved 
for  nonsuit.    Porter  v.  Platty  752. 

6.  In  such  case  testimony  of  attorney,  with  his  minutes  taken  on  trial,  is  not 
admissible  to  strengthen  or  weaken  that  of  witness  given  on  same  trial.  Id. 

7.  Whether  physician  is  qualified  to  testify  as  an  expert  upon  questions  of 
insanity,  is  qacstion  of  fact  for  presiding;  judge,  whose  decision  will  only  be 
reviewed  in  extreme  cases.    Fayette  v.  Ckeslerville,  799. 

8.  Skilful  and  reputable  physicians,  although  not  expert  upon  subject,  may 
testify  to  mental  condition  of  their  patients  when  they  have  adequate  oppor- 
tunity of  observation.  But  this  does  not  embrace  case  where  single  examina- 
tion was  made  by  physician  to  qualify  himself  as  witness  in  pending  litigation. 
Id.    See  Expert. 

9.  In  action  for  personal  injury  plaintiff's  attending  physician  testified  that 
he  had  examined  plaintiff,  who  stated  the  symptoms,  and  that  he  had  suffered 
pain.  Being  asked  whether  plaintiff  was  feigning  or  **  making  believe,"  wit- 
ness answered,  *'No,  sir;  I  know  he  did  not,  from  examination  and  tests." 
Held,  that  with  che  explanation  as  to  his  means  of  knowledge,  there  was  no 
error  in  admission  of  evidence.    Chicago  Railroad  Co,  v.  Martin,  483. 

10.  It  does  not  even  require  an  expert  to  know  existence  of  pain  from  nature 
of  injury  and  patient's  outward  manifestations.  Id.  See  also  Tiemey  Rail- 
way Co.f  669. 

11.  Directions  given  to  stranger  with  reference  to  delivery  of  baggage,  by 
baggage-master  while  away  from  baggage-room  of  company  engaged  in  tranf^ 
action  of  his  own  private  business,  are  not  binding  on  company.  City  v.  Ray- 
nardy  212. 

12.  In  prosecutions  for  assault  words  uttered  during  continuance  of  main 
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traosaction  or  so  soon  thereafter  as  to  preclade  hypothesis  of  ooDCoction  or  pre- 
meditation, whether  by  active  or  passive  party,  if  relevant,  may  be  prored  as 
any  other  fact,  without  calling  party  who  uttered  them.    Mynn  v.  State.,  274. 

IS.  Party  cannot  call  and  examine  witnesses  to  support  general  character  of 
another  witness,  or  himself,  as  a  witness,  for  truth  and  veracity,  until  charactor 
of  witness  has  been  directly  assailed.    TedtM  v.  Shnmenf  545. 

14.  That  due  bill  is  found  in  hands  of  maker  is  fnima  facie  eridence  of  its 
payment.  Id. 

15.  If  plaintiff  shows  by  preponderance  of  evidence  that  defendant  owes  him 
on  due  bill,  notwithstanding  its  surrender,  defendant  mnst  overcome  that  evi- 
dence  by  a  preponderance,  to  defeat  recovery.  Id. 

16.  Contradictory  declarations  of  witness,  whether  oral  or  in  writing,  made 
at  anotlier  time,  cannot  be  used  for  purpose  of  impeachment  until  witness  has 
been  examined  upon  subject,  and  his  attention  particularly  directed  to  the  dr- 
cumstances  in  such  way  as  to  give  him  full  opportunity  for  explanation  or  excul- 
pation, if  he  desires  to  make  it.    The  Charles  Morgan,  682. 

17.  If  oontradictoiy  declaration  is  in  writing,  questions  as  to  its  contents, 
without  production  of  instrument  itself,  are  ordinarily  inadmissible.  Circum- 
stance may,  however,  excuse  its  production.  All  law  requires  is  that  memory 
of  witness  be  properly  refreshed,  which  oourt  is  to  determine.  Id. 

18.  Where  A.,  desiring  to  talk  over  telephone  with  B.,  asked  operator  to 
call  him,  and  operator  thereupon  had  conversation  with  B.,  reporting  to  A.,  who 
was  standing  by,  what  B.  said  as  it  came  over  the  wire,  held^  in  subsequent 
action  between  A.  and  B.,  former  might  prove,  by  himself  and  others,  what 
operator  reported  to  him  as  coming  from  B.,  operator  being  called  and  not 
remembering  conversation.    Sullivan  v.  Kuyhendally  442,  and  note, 

19.  Fact  of  mailing  letter,  properly  addressed,  with  postage  prepaid,  creates 
no  legal  presumption  that  it  was  duly  received  ;  but  is  merely  to  be  weighed 
along  with  other  evidence  in  determining  the  question.  Id. 

20.  On  question  of  pedigree  declarations  arc  admissible :  1.  When  it  appears 
by  evidence  dehors,  that  declarant  was  lawfully  related  by  blood  or  marriage  to 
person  or  family  whose  history  the  facts  concern  ;  2.  That  declarant  was  dead 
when  declarations  were  tendered,  and  S.  That  they  were  made  ante  litem 
motam.  Rule  applied  in  determining  rightful  distributees  of  intestate's  estate, 
as  to  declarations  of  intestate's  sister  that  claimant  was  natural  son  of  intestate. 
Northrop  v.  Hale,  148. 

21.  In  course  of  negotiation  for  lease,  a  paper  was  partly  written  by  defend- 
ant and  handed  to  plaintiff,  and  by  him  interlined  and  returned  to  defendant, 
which  paper  was  not  signed  by  either  of  the  parties.  On  trial  question  was 
whether  terms  of  lease  were  those  mentioned  in  paper  only,  or  there  were  other 
terms  agreed  upon  outside  of  it.  Hdd,  that  paper  was  admissible  as  part  of 
res  gettm.    Freeman  t.  Bartlett,  747. 

22.  Thb  Law  or  Jdoxcial  Notice,  553. 

EXECUTION.    See  ExsMprioir.    Judicial  Salb. 

1.  Merchant  tailor,  who  is  head  of  family  and  resident,  is  entitled  to  cxemp> 
tion  of  such  portion  of  his  stock  as  he  may  select  up  to  statutory  limit  of  value  ; 
and  this  right  is  absolute,  and  does  not  depend  upon  any  claim  or  selection  to 
be  made  by  him.    Rice  t.  N**lan,  275. 

2.  Claim  of  exemption  on  morning  preceding  sale  upon  order  of  attachment, 
is  not  too  late.  Id, 

3.  Where  stock  in  trade  of  debtor  is  mortgaged,  he  is  entitled  to  an  exemp- 
tion of  his  own  selection,  free  of  all  liability  from  debt  up  to  full  value  of  $400. 
Id. 

4.  Where  exempt  property  of  defendant  has  been  levied  on  by  attachment, 
and  a  few  days  before  sale  thereof  defendant  makes  assignment  for  benefit  of 
creditors,  with  no  reservation  of  such  exempt  property,  but  no  proceedings  are 
taken  under  such  assignment,  and  where  plaintiffs  do  not  claim  the  property 
thereunder,  and  are  not  influenced  oi*  prejudiced  thereby,  defendant  is  not 
estopped  as  against  such  plaintiffs  from  thereafter  claiming  attached  property  as 
exempt.  Id. 
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EXECUTORS  AND  ADB1INI8TRAT0RS.   See  Action,  3,  7.   Cobpsb,  1,  2. 
Fkaudb,  Statutb  or,  9.    Removal  or  Cauobs,  6,  8.    Witness,  4. 

1.  That  same  person  is  both  trustee  and  executor  will  not  enlarge  or  transfer 
the  powers  from  one  capacity  to  the  other.    Long  t.  Long^  SI 2. 

2.  A.  died  in  Connecticut  and  letters  of  administration  were  taken  out  there. 
Tliere  were  no  claims  in  Rhode  Island  against  estate  of  A.  Htid^  that  Con- 
necticut administrator  could  endorse  promissory  note  due  estate  of  A.,  so  as  to 
enable  endorsee  to  bring  suit  on  note  in  Rhode  Island.  Mackaif  v.  Church, 
683. 

3.  Promissory  notes  g:iven  to  two  joint  administrators  for  debt  due  estate  of 
intestate,  may  be  transferred  and  endorsed  by  one  of  them.  Id. 

4.  If  administrator  of  deceased  partner  has  settled  with  surriving  partners, 
and  his  account  has  been  allowed  by  Probate  Court,  it  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
open  account  upon  petition  of  administrator's  successor,  to  which  surviving 
partners  only  are  made  respondents,  on  ground  that  settlement  was  induced  by 
their  fraud.  Blake  v.  Ward,  77. 

5.  When  bill  in  equity  was  brought  by  administrator  to  set  aside  as  fraudu- 
lent against  creditors  conveyances  made  by  deceased,  and  it  did  not  appear 
whether  administrator  held  sufficient  assets  to  pay  expenses  of  administration  ; 
Beld,  that  the  bill  instead  of  being  dismissed  might,  if  administrator  lacked 
funds  to  defray  expenses  of  administration,  be  amended  by  setting  forth  this 
fact  and  by  adding  creditors.    Estes     Rowland,  799. 

6.  The  Povtbr  or  an  Exbcutob  with  the  Will  annbxed  over  hib 
Tbstatob's  Real  Estate,  689. 

EXEMPTION.  See  Execution.  Pabtnership,  3.  Patent,  2.  Pension,]. 
Insolvent  debtor  who  sells  property  which  is  subject  to  execution,  and  with 
proceeds  immediately  purchases  exempt  property,  will  be  presumed  to  have 
done  so  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  his  creditors ;  but  property  so 
purchased  does  not  cease  to  be  exempt.  Only  remedy  of  creditors  is  by 
attacking  sale  of  non-exempt  property.  Comstock  v.  Bechtel,  748  and  783, 
and  note, 

EXPERT.    See  Evidence,  7,  8,  10.   Highway,  7. 

Non-professional  witnesses  having  sufficient  opportunities  for  observation 
may  give  their  opinions  on  question  of  insanity,  having  first  stated  the  observed 
facts.   Boughman  v.  Boughtnan,  77. 

EXTRADITION.    See  Criminal  Law,  11,12. 

FACTOR.    See  Bailment,  2-4.   Contbaot,  5. 

FENCE.    See  Fixtubb,  3.    Landlord  and  Tenant,  1. 

FERRY.    See  Constitutional  Law,  1 .   Negligence,  5. 

FIXTURES. 

1.  Boards  in  com  bam.  used  for  permanent  floor,  and  stone  posts,  deposited 
upon  farm  for  building  necessary  fences.    Ilackett  v.  Amaden,  748. 

2.  Trespass  de  bonis  is  proper  form  of  action  to  recover  for  boards  and  posts  ; 
as  claim  was  not  for  breaking  and  entering,  but  for  taking  and  carrying 
away.  Id. 

3.  Fence  built  by  one  person  on  land  of  another  under  parol  agreement  that 
it  might  be  removed  at  will  of  builder,  becomes  a  lixtnro  which  will  pass  with 
grant  of  land  to  honajide  purchaser  without  notice.   Bowand  t.  Anderson,  483. 

FOREIGN  CORPORATION.   See  Corpobation,  30. 

FORGERY.    See  Corporation,  29. 

FORMER  RECOVERY.    Sec  Husband  and  Wipe,  27. 

1.  Damage  to  goods  and  injury  to  person,  occasioned  by  one  act,  give  rise  to 
distinct  causes  of  action.   Brunaden  v.  Humphrey,  369  and  note. 

2.  A.,  claiming  to  be  injured  by  collision  with  certain  teams  left  in  highway 
by  B.,  broaght  action  against  B.  to  recover  damages.  B.  obtained  judgment. 
Held,  that  this  judgment  was  bar  to  subsequent  suit  against  town.  HUl  v. 
Bain,  683. 
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FORMER  RECOVERY. 

3.  A.  recovered  jadgment  in  assumpsit  against  B.  for  raonej  loaned ;  A. 
afterwards  brought  case  against  B.  for  alleged  fraodolent  and  false  statements 
to  obtain  loan.  Held^  that  judgment  in  assumpsit  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
bar ;  but  that  ralne  of  judgment  in  assumpsit  was  to  be  considered  as  pro  ianto 
reducing  the  damages.  Wkittier  t.  Collins,  799. 

4.  Plaintiff  was  owner  of  certain  land,  and  in  1867  and  in  1868,  but  not 
afterwards,  defendants  worked  seam  of  coal  lying  under  and  near  to  plaintifiTs 
land,  which  subsided  in  consequence,  and  the  injury  was  repaired  by  de- 
fendants. In  1 882  a  second  subsidence  and  injury  occurred  from  same  cause. 
Heldj  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  maintain  action  for  damage  done  in  1882, 
and  that  he  was  not  barred  by  Sutute  of  laniitations.  Mitchell  y.  DarUf  Co., 
432,  attdnotA. 

FRAUD.  See  Bakkruptgt.  Commok  Carbier,  16.  Cokforatioit,  26,  27, 
29.  Debtor  and  Creditor,  4,  5.  Executors  and  Administrators,  4. 
Husband  and  Wipe,  23,  24.  Insurance,  26.  Mortoaob,  22.  Nego- 
tiable Instrument,  2.  Pleading,  1.  Possession,  2.  Limitations, 
Statute  OP,  8.    Tort,  6.    Troter,  1.    Will,  11. 

1.  Party  not  excused  for  want  of  care  and  prudence  in  signing  contract  with- 
out reading  it,  if  capable  of  reading,  unless  induced  to  do  so  by  wilfully  false 
statements  of  party  procuring  his  signature.    Unington  v.  Strong,  275. 

2.  What  is  nej^ltgence  in  signing  contract  without  reading  same  is  question 
for  jury  ;  it  is  not  proper  to  select  certain  facts,  and  tell  jury  that  they  afford 
no  eridence  of  negligence  or  want  of  proper  care.  Id, 

3.  To  support  action,  false  representation  need  not  be  adrressed  directly  to 
plaintiff,  if  made  with  intent  to  influence  every  person  to  whom  it  may  be  com- 
municated. Not  essential  that  misrepresentation  be  sole  inducement  to  purchase. 
Carvill  t.  Jacks,  275. 

FRAUDS.  STATUTE  OF.  See  Contract,  4.  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators, 5.   Exemption.    Partnership,  3.    Specivic  Pbrpormance,  3. 

1.  I>oes  not  require  that  all  terms  of  contract  shall  be  agreed  to  or  written 
down  at  one  time,  nor  on  one  piece  of  paper  ;  but  the  paper  signed  must  be  con- 
nected with  the  other  papers  by  internal  evidence.  North     Merdd,  143. 

2.  Parol  or  simple  contracts  for  sale  of  growing  timber  to  be  cut  and  severed 
from  land  by  yendee  do  not  convey  any  interest  in  lands,  and  are  not  therefore 
within  statute.    Santon  v.  Skorey,  799. 

3.  Doctrine  of  part  performance  to  take  parol  contract  for  sale  of  land  out 
of  statute,  does  not  apply  to  contracts  between  tenants  in  common.  Haines  r. 
McGUme,  418. 

4.  Where  one  tenant  in  common  by  parol  contract  sells  his  moiety  of  land  to 
co-tenant,  and  afterwards  repudiates  contract  and  conveys  to  another  pur- 
chaser with  notice,  latter  cannot  recover  in  equity  except  upon  return  to  co-tenant 
of  his  purchase-money  and  half  of  all  -taxes  and  cost  of  improvements  paid  by 
him,  and  interest.  Id. 

5.  When  relied  upon  in  defence  to  acdon  for  breach  of  contract,  on  ground 
that  it  was  not  to  be  performed  within  year,  should  be  pleaded  specially.  Far- 
well  V.  Tdson,  143. 

6.  To  defeat  application  of  statute  by  happening  of  contingency,  it  must  be 
such  as  renders  performance  of  contract  possible  within  3rear.  Id. 

7.  Effect  is  to  be  given  to  oral  contract  if  proved,  unless  upon  whole  case  it 
appears  affirmatively  that  it  m  not  to  be  ftilly  performed  within  year  ;  it  is  not 
sufficient  that  it  majf  not  be.  Id, 

8.  In  determining  question  of  time  of  performance  of  contract,  it  is  proper 
to  consider  circumstances  and  situation  of  parties,  so  far  as  known  to  each  other, 
and  subject-matter  of  contract.  Id, 

9.  Promise  of  executor  to  pay  $5000  to  one  of  testator's  heirs-at-law,  who 
received  nothing  under  will,  in  consideration  that  he  would  forbear  further  op- 
position to  probate  of  will,  claimed  to  have  been  made  through  undue  influence, 
is  not  within  statute,  and  such  forbearance  is  fufficient  consideration.  Bellomt 
V.  Sow/es,  620. 

10.  O.  was  refused  credit  by  P. :  M.,  who  employed  G.  at  time,  told  P.  to 
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let  G.  have  goods,  and  he  would  see  it  paid.  The  credit  was  |,^iven  to  M.  and 
was  refused  to  be  given  to  G.  Held^  that  M.'s  promise  was  an  original  under- 
taking.   Maddox  v.  Pi^ee^  343. 

11.  FlaintitTs  house  being  mortgaged,  he  entered  into  parol  contract  with 
defendant  to  purchase  mortgage,  sell  house,  and  after  satisfying  mortgage  debt, 
costs,  &c.,  to  pay  balance  to  plaintiff.  Held^  that  plaintiff  in  assumpsit  could 
recover  this  balance  and  that  contract  was  not  within  Statute  of  Frauds.  Mc- 
Ginnit  v.  Cbo^*,  620. 

12.  Rbforxation  IK  Equity  of  Coktractb  toid  undbb  thb  Statute 
OF  Frauds,  SI. 

18.  Validity  of  Bona  Fidb  Voluntary  Conybyanoes  by  Solvent 
Debtobs,  a8  against  Prior  Creditors,  489. 

GAMBLING.    See  Criminal  Law,  21. 

GARNISHMENT.    See  Attachment. 

GAS  COMPANY.    See  Corpobation,  13. 

GIFT. 

1.  To  establish  gift  cauaa  mortis  evidence  roust  show  not  only  that  person  in 
extrtmis  distinctly  designated  thing  given  and  donee,  but  also  that  property  was 
presently  to  pass,  and  delivery.    Newton  v.  Snyder,  418. 

2.  Delivery  to  third  person  for  donee,  is  sufficient ;  but  delivery  to  agent  to 
perform  act  or  make  delivery  only  after  giver's  death,  would  amount  to  nothing. 
Id. 

3.  Deed  for  interest  in  land,  unlike  a  will,  must  take  effect  upon  its  execu- 
tion ;  but  it  may  be  gooil  as  voluntary  settlement,  though  it  be  retained  by 
grantor  in  his  possession  until  his  death,  when  circumstances,  aside  from  reten- 
tion of  deed,  do  not  show  grantor  did  not  intend  it  to  operate  immediately. 
C/tii«  V.  Jones,  418. 

GUARANTY. 

1.  Following  letter  was  held  not  to  create  a  continuing  liability :  Gentle- 
men :  The  bearer  of  this  letter,  my  son-in-law,  *  *  *  wishes  to  place  a  stock 
of  groceries  in  his  provision  and  meat  store,  in  this  place.  To  enable  him  to 
do  this,  I  am  willing  to  be  responsible  to  you  for  the  amount  of  groceries  he 
may  order  of  yon."    KnowUon  v.  Hersey,  144. 

2.  In  suit  upon  guaranty  of  payment  of  note  owned  by  bank,  fact  that  bank 
held,  before  8u*t,  assignment,  through  trustee,  of  patent  right  and  some  claims 
for  damages  for  alleged  infringement,  and  was  offered  more  for  these  than 
enough  to  hare  paid  note,  such  assignment  having  been  made  by  principal 
debtor  ;  which  patent  and  claims  afterward  prove  valueless  from  adverse  ruling 

^  of  courts,  will  not  discharge  guarantor,  although  he  may  have  urged  bank  to 
accept  ofl^r.  It  was  bank's  duty,  as  trustee,  to  obtain  largest  sum  that  could 
be  realized,  and  making  mistake,  while  acting  in  good  faith,  will  not  subject 
bank  to  loss.    Kaufman  v.  LooHm,  144. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

1 .  Guardian  appointed  in  one  state,  of  ward  donouciled  in  another,  where  law 
of  latter  is  less  strict  as  to  investments  of  a  guardian  than  that  of  former,  will 
not,  in  absence  of  express  statutory  requirement,  be  held  to  the  more  rigid 
rules  of  state  of  his  appointment,  when  be  has  faithfully  and  prudently  exer- 
cised his  discretion.    Lemarv.  Aficon,  144. 

2.  Former  guardian  of  plaintiffs  ward  pledged  to  defendant  bank  to  secure 
his  own  note  two  negotiable  bonds  owned  by  ward,  on  which  was  endorsement 
tending  to  show  ward's  ownership,  and  which  was  seen  by  cashier  at  time  of  nego- 
tiation. JBddt  1 .  That  defendant  was  put  upon  inquiry,  and  that  it  was  not 
sufficient  to  only  inquire  of  guardian.  2.  That  plaintiff  could  recover  bonds  in 
action  of  replevin.  3.  That  settlement  of  guardian's  account  in  Probate 
Court  did  not%ffect  title  to  bonds.    Langdon  v.  Bank,  620. 

HABEAS  CORPUS.    See  Criminal  Law,  5. 

HIGHWAYS.  STREETS,  BRIDGES.    See  Constitutional  Law,  28,  Mu* 
NiciPAL  Corpobation,  6,  7.    Neoligence,  1,  3,  6,  12,  36.  Wab.. 
Vol.  XXXI  £1.-105 
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HIGHWAYS,  STREETS,  BRIDGES. 

1.  Use  of  street  or  sidewalk  after  notice  that  it  is  oat  of  repair,  is  not  neces- 
sarily negligence.    Citif  v.  Sckmidlingj  483. 

2.  In  action  against  city  to  recover  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
resulted  from  defective  sidewalk,  fact  that  walk  was  removed  by  city  antbori- 
ties  and  better  one  substituted  soon  after  injury  occurred,  may  be  considered  as 
circumstance  tending  to  show  that  walk  removed  was  out  of  repair,  but  it  is  no 
evidence  that  city  authorities  had  knowledge  of  defect  before  occurrence  of 
injury.  Id. 

3.  Owners  of  bridge  across  navigable  stream  must  use  reasonable  diligence 
to  prevent  such  accumulation  of  drift  about  bridge  piers,  either  above  or  below 
surface  of  water,  as  might  endanger  navigation.  St,  Louim,  ^t.,  Raiiwag  Co,  v. 
Meese^  622. 

4.  Owner  of  land  through  or  along  whose  property  public  higfawaj  runs,  has 
absolute  right  to  use  portion  of  same  for  certain  purposes,  for  temporary  period 
and  in  reasonable  manner,  taking  care  not  to  expose  an  object  calculated  to 
frighten  ordinarily  gentle  and  well  trained  horses.  JPioUet  v.  Simmertj  235,  and 
note. 

5.  Travelling  on  Sunday  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  defence  by  one  sued  for  an 
illegal  obstruction  of  a  highway.  Id, 

6.  Where  in  such  a  case  plaintiff  had  proved  that  other  horses  had  been 
frightened  by  the  object  in  question,  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  these 
horses  were  skittish.  Id, 

7.  The  horse  having  fallen  and  died,  witnesses  familiar  with  horses  may  be 
asked  their  opinion  as  to  whether  the  object  was  calculated  to  frighten  the 
horse,  and  whether  the  mere  fall  or  the  fright  could  have  killed  him.  Id, 

8.  Use  of  velocipedes  upon  sidewalk  of  street  not  necessarily  unlawful. 
Purple  v.  Greenfield,  484. 

9.  Opening  about  foot  and  half  deep,  little  more  than  foot  in  width,  and  rw^o 
feet  and  a  half  long,  was  made  six  inches  from  line  of  sidewalk  in  town,  to  fur- 
nish light  and  air  to  a  cellar.  There  was  nothing  to  indicate  where  line  of 
sidewalk  ended.  Opening  had  existed  for  some  months,  and  was  covered  by 
loose  board,  and  was  known  to  be  so  covered  by  chairman  of  selectmen  of  town. 
While  board  was  off,  traveller  stepped  into  opening.  Held,  that  jury  were 
authorized  to  find  that  town  had  reasonable  notice  of  hole,  insecurely  guarded, 
near  highway.  Id. 

10.  Town  is  not  bound  to  erect  barriers  to  prevent  person  travelling  with 
horse  and  wagon  from  straying  from  highway,  although  there  is  dangerous 
place  34  feet  from  marked  travelled  part  of  highway,  and  9^  feet  from  line  of 
location  of  highway,  which  he  may  reach  by  so  straying.  Barnes  v.  (^ocopee, 
484. 

HOMESTEAD.    See  Constitutional  Law,  16. 
HOMICIDE,   fiee  Action,  2,  3.   Criminal  Law,  VIII. 
HOUSE  OF  REFUGE.    See  Chakitt,  1. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  Acknowledgment.    Bank,  2.    Bills  and 
Notes,  8.    Criminal  Law,  I.    Insurance,  17.    Limitations,  Statute 
OF,  13.    Mortoaqe,  6.   Parent  and  Child,  3.    Surety,  5.    Tort,  4. 
Witness,  4. 
I.  Marriage,  Divorce^  and  Alimony. 

1.  Guardian  of  insane  woman  cannot  maintain  action  against  woman's  hus- 
band for  divorce  and  alimony,  or  for  alimony  alone.    Bir^sell  v.  Birdsell,  481. 

2.  Articles  of  separation  which  contain  no  express  stipulation  against  dirorve, 
are  not  per  ae  bar  to  divorce  for  causes  existing  prior  to  execution  of  articles. 
Fosdick  V.  Fosdick,  &81. 

8.  That  liberal  divorce  law  of  Rhode  IMand  influenced  petitioner  for  divorce 
to  come  there,  does  not  make  him  any  the  less  a  domiciled  inhabitant  of  state, 
if  he  came  bona  fide  to  reside  permanently.    Id.  • 

4.  Widow  cannot  maintain  action  against  administrator  of  deceased  husband, 
for  fees  of  her  counsel  for  prosecuting  suit  against  liusiwnd  for  divorce  a  meH$a 
ei  thoro,  pending  which  suit  he  died.    McCurley  v.  Stockbridge,  344. 
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HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

5.  But  coaDBel  themselves  can  maintain  such  action,  if  it  be  made  to  appear 
affirmatively  that  the  divorce  suit  was  justifiably  instituted.  McCurley  v.  Stock- 
bridge^  844. 

6.  In  absence  of  any  statutory  prohibition,  marriage  at  common  law  may  be 
bad  per  verba  futuro  cum  copula;  but  the  copula  must  be  in  fulfilment  of  the 
agreement  to  marry,  or  in  consummation  of  such  contract.  For  the  copula  to  bo 
available,  parties  must  at  time  have  accepted  each  other  as  husband  and  wife. 
StolU  V.  Doering,  545. 

7.  Any  unjustifiable  conduct  on  part  of  husband  which  bo  grievously  wounds 
mental  feelings  of  wife  as  to  seriously  impair  her  health,  or  puch  as  utterly 
destroys  the  legitimate  objects  of  matrimony,  constitutes  extreme  cruelty, 
although  no  personal  violence  is  even  threatened.    Avery  v.  Avery^  276. 

8.  In  1864  Henry  First,  resident  of  Knox  County,  Ohio,  absconded,  desert- 
ing liis  wife  and  children,  and  nothing  was  heard  of  him  in  that  community 
until  1880.  In  1873  land  in  said  county  belonging  to  him  in  common  with 
others,  was  partitioned  at  suit  of  co-tenants,  and  his  share  of  proceeds  came  to 
custody  of  Brent,  Clerk  of  Common  Pleas.  In  1879,  with  his  wife's  assent, 
probate  court  appointed  Bennett  administrator  of  W.  H.  First,  supposing  that 
to  be  true  name  of  absentee,  and  he  collected  from  Brent  $174.21,  the  said 
share  of  said  proceeds.  In  October  1 880,  First  demanded  said  sum  from  Brent, 
and  brought  suit.  Held,  in  absence  of  showing  to  contrary,  presumption,  from 
facts  stated,  is  that  money  was  paid  to  wife,  who  was  entitled  to  a  year's  sup- 
port, on  supposition  that  husband  was  dead  ;  and  that,  as  Hhe  was  entitled  to 
support  out  of  his  property  during  life.  First's  conduct  estops  him  from  claiming 
that  payment  to  her  was  unauthorized.    BreiU  v.  First,  212. 

9.  The  Right  to  Alimont  after  Ditorce,  1. 

II.  Curtesy  and  Dower, 

10.  Under  French  law,  by  marriage  without  contract  as  to  property,  com- 
munity of  property  between  husband  and  wife  is  established  as  an  incident  of 
marriage.  During  coverture  husband  has  control  and  management  of  commu- 
nity property,  and  he  may  dispose  of  his  half  by  will.  Will  of  whole  of  his 
property  made  by  husband  before  marriage  will  not  defeat  wife's  right.  HarreU 
v.  Harral,  344. 

11.  Person  sui  juris  may  change  his  domicile  as  often  as  be  pleases.  Natural- 
ization in  adopted  country  is  not  necessary.  Id, 

12.  To  effect  change  of  domicile  there  must  be  voluntary  and  actual  change 
of  residence  with  animus  manendi.  Id. 

13.  By  French  law  marriage  of  foreigner  in  France  without  any  contract  as 
to  property,  followed  by  establishment  of  conjugal  domicile  in  France,  will  sub- 
ject property  of  married  persons  to  community  law,  and  government  author- 
ization under  ArUcle  XII.  of  code  is  not  necessary  to  establishment  of  such 
domicile.  Id, 

14.  Husband  with  conjugal  domicile  in  France  was  brought  to  this  country 
in  1878  and  sent  to  hospital  for  insane  in  Philadelphia,  where  he  died  in  1881. 
Held,  that  there  was  no  change  of  domicile.  Id, 

III.  Separate  Estate,    See  m/ra,  25,  27,  31-83. 

15.  Judgment  obtained  by  husband  and  wife  against  railway  company,  for 
injuries  sustained  by  wife,  cannot  be  attached  for  debt  of  husband.  Clark  v. 
Wooten,  545. 

16.  Goods  purchased  by  married  woman  on  credit  are  not  her  separate  pro- 
perty ;  nor  can  she  acquire  title  to  any  property  or  business  upon  the  credit  of 
its  after-production.    Lienbach  v.  Templin,  127,  and  note. 

17.  Where  wife  claims  property  as  against  husband's  creditors,  she  must 
show  affirmatively,  that  she  paid  for  it  with  her  oi^n  separate  funds.  Id, 

18.  Feme  covert  bronght  suit  for  personal  tort  by  her  next  friend.  It 
appeared  on  face  of  declaration  that  she  had  husband  living.  On  general 
demurrer,  held,  that  suit  should  have  been  brought  in  name  of  husband  and 
wife  jointly.    Treusck  v.  Kamke,  748. 

19.  Suit  at  law  will  not  lie  on  promise  of  husband  to  repay  to  wife  moneys 
received  by  him  for  her  during  coverture  ;  but  will  against  husband's  executors 
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on  promise  made  by  them  officially  to  pay  moneys  so  received  by  fansband. 
Rusling  v.  BusHng^  748. 

20.  Son  advan<^  money  to  mother  for  her  support,  under  agreement  tliat 
he  should  be  repaid  at  her  death  out  of  her  estate.  Son  procured  from  wife  the 
money  advanced,  agreeing  that  she  should  have  account  against  his  mother. 
Equity  will  enforce  the  claim  in  behalf  of  wife.    TituB  y.  Hoagland,  344. 

21.  Parol  assignment  to  wife  being  unknown  to  mother,  counter-claim  which 
she  had  against  son  at  her  death  will  be  set-off  against  claim  of  wife.  LL 

IV.  TortMf  Contracts,  Conveyances^        See  ante,  16,  18. 

22.  Legislation  of  New  Jersey  does  not  give  married  woman  capacity  to 
make  legal  contract  with  her  husband.   Farmer     Farmery  418. 

23.  Wife  may  give  her  property  to  her  husband,  or  make  contract  with  him 
which  will  be  upheld  in  equity,  hut  courts  always  examine  sudi  transactions 
w-irh  anxious  watchfulness  and  dread  of  undue  influence.  Id, 

24.  Where  contract  is  made  by  parties  holding  confldential  relations,  the 
burden,  if  contract  is  assailed,  is  on  stronger  party  to  show  no  advantage  was 
taken  ;  otherwise  fraud  will  be  presumed.  7c/. 

25.  Contract  by  which  married  woman  charges  her  separate  estate  in  equity, 
need  not  be  in  writing.   Elliott  v.  Lawhead,  484. 

26.  Action  founded  on  such  contract,  where  personal  judgment  against  mar- 
ried woman  is  not  authorized,  is  cognisable  only  in  equity.  Id, 

27.  Prior  action  to  recover  money  judgment,  in  which  it  is  sought  to  reach 
same  separate  property  by  attachment,  in  which  plaintiff  fails,  is  no  bar  to 
equity  suit  to  charge  such  separate  property.  Id, 

28.  Where  by  statute  married  woman  is  given  use  and  disposition  of  her 
earnings  and  property,  husband  is  not  responsible  for  her  torts  not  committed 
in  his  presence  or  by  his  direction.   Norris  v.  Corkill,  135. 

29.  Under  statute  empowering  married  women  to  carry  on  any  trade  or  busi- 
ness on  her  sole  and  separate  account,  she  is  not  authorized  to  become  her 
husband's  partner.    Fairlee  v.  Bloomingdale,  648,  and  note. 

30.  Where  married  woman,  having  separate  estate  or  business,  employs  hus- 
band to  manage  same,  and  agrees  to  pay  him  stated  compensation,  a  chose  in 
action  in  his  favor  against  her  is  created,  which,  on  her  failure  to  pay,  can  be 
reached  by  judgment  creditor  of  husband.    Kingman  v.  Frank,  469,  aud  note, 

31 .  Married  woman  who  purchases  real  estate  at  trustee's  sale,  made  under 
direction  of  court  of  equity,  and  who  only  pays  part  of  purchase-money,  is 
personally  liable  for  balance.    Fowler  v.  Jacob,  343. 

32.  Decree  in  personam  against  feme  covert  for  such  balance,  means  only  that 
unless  by  given  time  she  pays  such  balance,  any  of  her  separate  property  which 
she  would  have  right  to  pledge  in  order  to  pay  or  secure  a  debt,  may  be  taken 
in  execution  to  pay  what  she  owes  on  her  purchase.  Id, 

33.  Married  womaii  has  power  to  charge  her  separate  property  with  payment 
of  her  debts,  and  whether  she  does  so  or  not,  is  question  of  intent ;  wMcfa  may 
be  shown  on  face  of  obligation  creating  debt,  or  aliunde.  Id. 

34.  Married  Women  Traders,  353. 

INDEPENDENT  CONTRACTOR.    See  Master  akd  Servant,  13.  Nbgu- 
oence,  12,  13,  35,  41. 

INDIAN.    See  Constitutional  Law,  18. 

INFANT.    See  Common  Carrier,  14,  15.    Domicile,  2,    Guardtan  and 
Ward.   Negligence,  17.   Parent  and  (/"hi ld.    Will,  11. 

1.  Executed  note  for  horse  ;  before  majority  rescinded  contract,  tendered 
horse  to  payee  (refused)  and  demanded  note.  Held,  that  avoidance  and  tender 
annulled  contract  on  both  sides  ab  initio.    Bogt  v.  Wilkinson,  683. 

2.  Deed  of  infant  may  be  avoided  after  maturity,  by  any  unequivocal  act ;  a 
reconveyance  to  another,  not  in  privity  with  first  grantee,  disafllinns  first  deed; 
and  this,  whether  last  be  quit-claim  deed,  or  deed  with  covenants  of  warranty. 
Bagleif  v.  Fletcher,  419. 

.3.  Deed  of  infant  will  pass  his  estate  subject  to  disaffirmance  after  maturity, 
but  covenants  in  his  deed  are  absolutely  void.  Id, 
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4.  Infancy  of  defendant,  in  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  cannot  be 
proved  bj  alfidavit  made  in  chancery  sait,  to  wliich  plaintiff  was  not  a  party, 
by  defendant's  father,  since  deceased ;  there  being  no  qaestion  of  pedigree  in 
the  case.    Haines  v.  Guthrie,  170,  and  note. 

5.  When  in  court  as  suitor  or  defendant,  becomes  ward  of  court,  whose  duty 
it  is  to  see  that  his  rights  are  protected.  If  general  guardian  fails  to  appear, 
court  should  appoint  guardian  ad  litem.  And  if  the  guardian  fails  to  properly 
protect  interests  of  ward,  it  is  duty  of  court,  ma  monte^  to  compel  him  to  do  so, 
whenever  fact  comes  to  knowledge  of  court.  Court  should  see  that  proper 
pleadings  are  made  to  present  infant's  defence.    Uoyd  v.  Kirlaoood^  621 . 

6.  Where  bill  to  establish  and  enforce  resulting  trust  as  against  infant  heir, 
showed  upon  its  face  that  alleged  trust  arose  twenty-five  years  before  suit,  and 
court  rendering  decree  therein  against  infant  failed  to  require  guardian  ad  litem 
to  set  up  laches  in  defence,  heldy  tliat  court  was  justified  in  setting  decree  aside 
on  bill  filed  by  infant.  Id, 

7.  An  infant  sued  by  prochein  ami.  Afterwards  attorney  employed  by  infant 
dismissed  suit  at  her  request.  Morion  was  subsequently  made  by  prochein  ami 
to  reinstate  case.  On  appeal  from  overruling  of  this  motion,  held,  I,  That 
infant  was  incompetent  to  appoint  attorney  or  take  any  step  in  suit  which  could 
bind  her  rights.  2.  That  court  below  was  in  error  in  refusing  to  reinstate  suit. 
3.  That  appeal  could  be  taken  from  such  refusal.  4.  That  infant,  after  reach- 
ing twenty-one,  could  n  t  ratify  and  approve  act  of  her  attorney.  Where  infant 
sues  by  prochein  ami,  latter  is  only  person  authorized  to  prosecute  suit,  and  is 
responsible  for  costs.  While  court,  after  majority  of  infant,  can  discharge 
prochein  ami,  and  give  infant  control  of  suit,  it  must  make  such  equitable  order 
as  will  protect  former  from  costs.    Wainwright  v.  Willdnaon,  213. 

INJUNCTION.    See  Actiok,  5.    Corforatiok,  9,  10,  22,  23.    Equitt,  13. 

SOHOOL,  1.     WXTBBB  AND  WatBR-C0UR8B8,  2.     WaT,  5. 

1.  Issued  when  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  void.    WilUford  t.  Stale,  77. 

2.  May  issue  to  restrain  active  waste  on  property  in  litigation.  Ehardt  v. 
Boaro,  345. 

3.  Is  proper  remedy  to  prevent  collection  of  taxes  by  distraint  upon  railroad 
property,  after  tender  of  payment  in  tax-receivable  coupons.  AUen  v.  B,  ff 
O,  Railroad  Co.,  484. 

INSANITY.    See  Etxdemcb,  7,  8.   Expbbt.  Lunatic. 

INSOLVENCY.   See  Dbbtor  and  Cbbditou,  1.   Lis  Pendens. 

INSURANCE.    See  Confuot  ov  Laws,  2.    Damaobs,  3.    Equitt,  14. 

MOBTQAOB,  7. 

I.  Life, 

1.  Assignment  of  poKcy  to  person  having  no  insurable  interest,  not  void. 
Mut,  Co.  V.  AUen,  485. 

2.  Policy  not  avoided  by  omission  in  application  to  state  slight  disorders. 
Lis.  Co,  V.  Trutt  Co,,  55. 

3.  Sum  insured  was  by  policy  payable  to  wife  or  legal  representatives  of 
assured.  Held,  that  wife  was  entitled  to  this  sum  if  she  survived  ;  if  not,  his 
executor  or  administrator.   Johnson  v.  Van  Epps,  144. 

4.  In  such  case,  whatever  may  be  right  of  assured  during  lifetime  of  wife, 
after  her  death  he  will  have  same  power  over  policy  as  if  it  had  been  originally 
payable  to  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators.  Id. 

5.  Insurance  of  one^s  own  life  for  benefit  of  one  not  a  relative,  is  not  void. 
But  if  it  were,  only  insurer  can  raise  question  :  heirs  of  insured  cannot.  Id, 

6.  Although  notices  issued  by  insurance  company  required  premiums  to  be 
paid  at  12  M.,  on  day  they  fell  due,  yet  where  no  such  stipulation  was  in  policy 
itself,  and,  according  to  course  of  all  previous  dealings  between  it  and  assured, 
literal  compliance  with  this  requirement  had  not  been  exacted,  if  right  to  do  so 
existed  at  all,  it  was  waived,  and  company  could  not  insist  on  literal  compli- 
ance without  notice  before  day  of  payment.    Ins.  Co.  v.  Garmany,  145. 

7.  Where  policy  provided  for  payment  of  premiums  annually,  and  gave 
assured  right  to  continue  insurance,  if,  after  policy  hod  been  continued  for  sev- 
eral years,  company  improperly  refused  to  receive  further  premiums  or  to  con 
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tinae  insurance,  on  snit  brought  therefor  by  assured,  mensnre  of  damages  was 
amount  of  preminms  paid  with  interest.    Ins,  Co.  v.  Garmanif,  145. 

8.  If  declaration  on  policy  refers  to  it  without  annexing  copy,  and  does  not 
set  up  contract  inconsistent  with  policy,  objection,  when  policy  is  offered  in 
evidence,  that  there  is  variance  between  policy  and  declaration,  cannot  be 
maintained.    Pierce  v.  Ins.  Co.,  545. 

9.  If  declaration  on  policy,  which  refers  to  it,  is  not  demurred  to,  it  is  no 
ground  of  exception  to  admission  of  policy  in  evidence,  that  declaration  con- 
strued in  connection  with  policy  is  ambiguous.  Id. 

10.  Declaration  on  policy  need  not  allege  facts  which  defeat  part  of  plaintiffs 
claim  under  special  provisions  of  policy.  Id, 

1 1 .  Policy  on  life  of  A.  was  payable  on  his  death  to  his  wife  and  children, 
and  their  assigns ;  and  if  he  survived  certain  day,  was  payable  to  him.  Edd^ 
that  he  had  assignable  interest  therein.  Id. 

12.  Policy  provided  that  if  assigned,  written  notice  should  be  given  insurer. 
Assignment  was  made,  and  notice  given  and  acknowledged.  Held,  not  to 
amount  to  promise  to  pay  assignee,  and  that  he  could  not  sue  in  his  own  name.  Id. 

1 8.  Policy,  in  consideration  of  payment  of  annual  premium,  insured  life  of 
A.  in  certain  sum,  or  after  due  payment  of  premium  for  two  or  more  years,  in 
case  of  default  in  payment  of  any  subsequent  premium,  for  as  many  tenth  parts 
of  original  sum  as  there  should  have  been  complete  annual  premiums  paid.  In 
margin  were  words  and  figures  denoting  that  one-half  annual  premium  was  pay- 
able in  cash,  and  one-half  by  note.  Held^  that  these  words  and  figures  formed 
part  of  policy,  and  that,  if  annual  premiums  were  paid,  half  cash  and  half  by 
note,  *'  complete  annual  premiums    were  paid.  Id, 

14.  In  action  at  law  on  policy  payable  at  day  named  therein,  evidence  is 
inadmissible,  in  defence,  to  show  that  diflferent  day  should  have  been  writ- 
ten. Id, 

15.  In  such  action  plaintiff  can  recover  interest  only  from  date  of  writ,  unless 
in  declaration  he  alleges  demand  before  that  time.  Id. 

16.  If  policy  is  payable  ninety  days  after  due  notice  and  satisfactory  evidence  of 
death  of  person  whose  life  is  insured,  or,  if  he  survives  certain  day,  is  then  pay- 
able to  him,  ninety-day  clause  has  no  application  to  latter  contingency,  and 
interest  is  not  payable  except  as  damages  for  wrongfully  withholding  the 
money.  Id. 

17.  A.  took  out  policy  on  his  wife's  hfc,  payable  in  four  years  to  her  if  living 
and  if  not  living  to  himself.  He  paid  premiums,  retained  policy  and  received 
payments  made  upon  it.  She  was  living  at  maturity  uf  policy,  but  had  filed 
petition  for  divorce.  Statute  secured  to  a  married  woman  and  her  representa- 
tives benefit  of  all  policies  not  exceeding  in  aggregate  $10,000,  taken  out  on  life 
any  person  and  expressed  to  be  for  her  benefit.  Held,  that  wife  was  entitled  to 
amount  due  on  policy.    Ins.  Co.  v.  Mason,  419. 

18.  Certificate  of  membership  issued  by  association  organized  under  provisions 
of  Ohio  Revised  Statutes,  sect.  3630,  for  the  purpose  of  mutual  protection  and 
relief  of  its  members,  and  for  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  money  to  the 
families  or  heirs  of  the  deceased  members,"  which,  by  its  terms,  is  made  pay- 
able to  the  assured,  **or  any  person  designated  by  his  will  or  his  heirs,  if  no 
person  is  designated  herein  or  by  will,"  does  not  authorixe  such  member,  by  testa- 
mentary appointment,  to  constitute  person  beneficiary  of  such  insurance,  who  is 
not  of  family  of  assured,  or  may  not,  upon  his  death,  become  his  heir.  Aia 
AssoeicUion  v.  GvnseTy  345. 

19.  F.  took  out  policy  payable  to  M.,  his  wife,  and  his  children,  of  whom  he 
had  four  by  former  wife.  Subsequently  child  was  bom  to  F.  and  M.  After- 
wards F.  and  M.  transferred  their  interest  in  policy  by  unsealed  instrument,  as 
collateral  security  for  debt  of  F.,  and  instrument  and  policy  were  delivered  to 
creditor.  No  question  was  made  as  to  validity  of  transfer.  Be/d,  1st.  That 
policy  was  executed,  irrevocable,  voluntary  settlement  in  favor  of  wife  and 
children  in  being  when  it  was  taken  out.  2d.  That  F.  and  M.  could  pledge  or 
assign  policy  to  extent  of  their  interests  in  it.  3d.  Policy  being  f<»r  $5000,  that 
one-fifth  was  due  to  creditor  and  one-fifth  to  each  of  four  childrrn.  4th.  One 
of  children  having  died  a  minor  before  F.,  that  one-fifth  due  this  child  should  he 
paid  to  his  legal  representative,  if  any,  and  if  none,  to  administrator  of  F., 
child's  father  and  next  of  kin.    Ins.  Co.  v.  Baldwin^  800. 
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20.  Y.  was  member  of  Mutual  BcoeTolent  Association,  whose  object  was  to 
provide  and  maintain  fund  for  benefit  of  widows  and  orphans  of  deceased 
members.  Its  articles  provided  that  upon  death  of  member,  secretary  should 
notify  each  member,  who  should  within  thirty  days  of  date  of  notice  pay  to 
secretary  $1.10,  and  in  case  of  failure  to  pay,  his  name  should  be  dropped  and 
he  should  forfeit  all  claims  upon  association  ;  but  any  member  mi^ht  be  rein- 
stated by  giving  satisfactory  excuse  himself  or  through  his  representative  to 
directors  ;  also  tliat  notice  directed  and  sent  to  post-office  addre^  or  residence 
of  member  as  recorded  in  secretary's  books,  should  be  deemed  legal  notice. 
On  August  29th  1882,  notice  of  two  assessments  was  sent  to  post-office  address 
of  Y.  No  payment  or  tender  of  assessments  was  made,  and  Y.  died  two  days 
after  expiration  of  thirty  days.  He  was  taken  sick  September  Idth  1882,  and 
was  for  most  of  time  between  that  date  and  time  of  his  death,  delirious  and 
entirely  incapable  of  attending  to  business.  In  action  by  widow,  Ae/c/,  1st. 
That  obligation  to  pay  death  assessment  was  personal  to  member,  and  in  case 
of  his  default  he  ceased  to  be  member,  and  forfeited  all  claim  upon  association. 
2d.  That  receipt  of  notice  need  not  be  proved.  3d.  That  the  sickness  did  not 
excuse  default.    Yoe  v.  Mut,  Ben,  Ass.^  546. 

21.  ABSIOKXB5T8  OF  LlVE  INSURANCE  POLICIES,  7!»3, 

n.  Fire. 

22.  Temporary  illegal  use  of  property  insured,  not  contemplated  at  time  of 
taking  out  policy  would  only  vitiate  it  during  time  of  such  illegal  use,  even  if 
policy  is  by  its  terms  to  become  **  void,"  in  case  of  such  illegal  use  ;  and  when 
that  stopped  it  would  revive.    Hinckley  v.  Ins,  Co.,  770,  and  note. 

23.  Absolute  condition  in  policy  on  dwelling-house  that  policy  shall  be  void 
if  building  **  be  vacated  or  left  unoccupied**  avoids  policy,  although  vaca- 
tion results  from  permanent  removal  of  tenant  of  insured  during  running 
of  lease,  without  knowledge  or  consent  of  landlord.  Farmers*  Co.  v.  Wells, 
485. 

24.  Absence  at  time  of  loss  and  failure  to  return  in  time  is  sufficient  legal 
excuse  for  assured' d  not  furnishing  proofs  of  loss,  within  thirty  days  thereafter, 
signed  and  sworn  to  by  him,  as  required  by  policy  ;  in  such  case  proofs  may 
be  signed  and  veritied  by  agent  having  charge  of  his  business.  German  Co.  v. 
Grunert,  485. 

25.  In  such  case  where  notice  and  proofs  were  furnished  within  required  time 
by  the  agent,  and  company  returns  same  witli  objections,  and  they  are  amended, 
and  afterwards  sent  back  for  amendment,  several  tiroes,  this  will  be  held 
waiver  by  company  of  objection  that  such  notice  and  proofs  were  not  delivered 
in  proper  time.  Id. 

26.  Where  policy  provides  that  any  false  swearing  or  attempt  at  fraud,  or 
if  there  shall  appear  any  fraud  in  the  claim,  by  false  swearing  or  otherwise,'* 
shall  avoid  such  policy,  company,  in  order  to  avail  itself  of  the  defence,  must 
show  that  assured  knowingly  swore  falsely  or  said  or  did  that  which  is  claimed 
to  be  fraudulent.    Ins.  Co.  v.  Grehan,  345. 

27.  Policy  reserved  to  insurer  right  to  repair  or  rebuild  upon  notice  of  such 
intention  within  90  days  after  proof  of  loss.  After  such  proof  insurer  served 
notice  of  such  intention  acting  jointly  with  other  insurance  companies  claim- 
ing to  be  interested."  There  were  ten  policies  in  as  many  companies,  eight  of 
which  served  like  notices.  Before  time  to  rebuild  expired,  but  while  insurers 
were  taking  steps  for  that  purpose,  plamtifT  compromised  with  all  of  the  eight 
except  defendant  for  amount  of  money  in  aggregate  much  less  than  amount  of 
these  policies.  Defendant's  policy  provided  that  assured  should  not  recover  of 
company  in  greater  proportion  of  loss  or  damage  than  anicnnt  thereby  insured 
bears  to  whole  sum  insured  on  said  property,  without  reference  to  solvency  or 
liability  of  other  companies.  Hdd,  1.  That  liability  of  defendant  was  several, 
and  that  service  of  above  notice  converted  respective  policies  from  contracts  for 
money  indemnity  into  contracts  of  indemnity  payable  in  repairing  or  rebuilding 
to  be  performed  in  time  named  in  policy,  hut  if  no  time  is  specified  then  within 
reasonable  time.  2.  That  after  pt)licy  had  been  thus  converted  into  building 
contract,  insured  might  settle  with  some  of  companies  without  releasing  others 
from  their  proportionate  share  of  loss.    3.  That  such  proportionate  share  was 


840 


INDEX. 


INSURANCE. 

to  be  ascertained  without  regard  to  settlement  by  or  insolvency  or  non-liability 
of  other  companies.    Good     /iw.  800. 

INTEREST.     See  Appobtiokxskt.   Attobhet,  2.     Insusauce,  16,  16. 
Uscnr. 

1 .  Receipt  of,  in  advance  npon  overdue  promissory  note,  from  maker,  does 
not  of  itself  import  8uch  giving  of  time  as  will  discharge  surety.  HaydmnUc 
Bank  V.  Parsons^  479. 

3.  Payments  and  endorsement  of  payments,  upon  promissory  note  in  which 
no  rate  of  interest  is  expressed,  of  interest  at  seven  per  cent.,  in  respect  of  time 
after  note  has  become  overdue,  do  not  amount  to  change  of  contract,  or  satisfy 
statutory  requirement  of  agreement  in  writing  to  bind  maker  to  pay  that  rate 
in  future.  Id. 

INTERNATIONAL  LAW.    See  Cmmihal  Law,  10-12. 

1 .  Treaty  is  primarily  compact  between  independent  nations,  depending  for 
its  enforcement  on  their  honor  and  interests.  Its  infraction  becomes  subject  of 
international  reclamation  and  negotiation,  which  may  lead  to  war.  With  this 
courts  have  nothing  to  do.    Bead  v.  Money  Cases,  213. 

2.  But  treaty  may  also  confer  private  rights  on  citizens  or  subjects  of  con- 
tracting parties  enforceable  in  court  of  justice.  United  States  Constitution 
makes  treaty,  while  in  force,  part  of  supreme  law  of  land  ;  but  in  this  respect, 
so  far  as  provisions  of  treaty  can  become  subject  of  judicial  cognisance  in 
courts  of  country,  they  are  subject  to  such  acts  as  Congress  may  pass  for  their 
enforcement,  modification  or  repeal.  Id, 

INTOXICATING  LIQUORS.    See  Conbtitutiohal  Law,  22.  CBnairAL 
Law,  3. 

1 .  At  trial  of  one  indicted  for  keeping  liquor  nuisance,  it  is  not  error  to 
refuse  to  allow  juror  to  be  asked  on  his  wnre  dire  whether  he  has  contributed 
money  for  prosecution  of  persons  generally  who  are  charged  with  keeping  such 
nuisances-   State  v.  Hoxsie,  797. 

2.  If  dub  of  men  buy  and  own  in  common  liquors,  to  be  delivered  by  their 
steward  only  to  actual  members  upon  receipt  of  checks  p^vionsly  obtained 
from  him  at  five  cents  each,  such  delivery,  hirna  fid/s  made,  is  not  Ulegal,  and 
he  is  not  indictable  for  unlawfully  keeping  liquors  with  intent  to  sell.  Omr- 
monwealth  v.  Pompkretf  65. 

JUDGMENT.   See  Action,  5,  9.   Corposatiok,  5-7,  21.   Court.  Esbobs 

AND  ApPBALS,  4.     EyIDBKCB,  2.     MORTOAOB,  18.    SsT-OFF,  1,  3. 

1.  Action  can  be  maintained  on  domestic,  although  in  full  force,  and  time 
within  which  execution  can  issue  has  not  expired.  Hummer  v.  Lampkear^  41, 
and  note. 

2.  Where  circuit  court  adjourned  over  thirty-two  days,  it  was  held  that 
period  intervening  in  which  court  did  not  transact  business  was  to  be  regarded 
as  vacation,  within  meaning  of  that  word  in  sect.  66,  of  Illinois  Practice  Act, 
authorizing  judgments  by  confession  in  vacation.  But  the  word  is  not  to  be 
understood  as  embracing  all  the  time  court  is  not  actually  in  session,  or  as  em- 
bracing time  of  adjournment  from  day  to  day.    ConJding  v.  Ridgely^  485. 

JUDICIAL  SALE.    See  Debtor  and  Crbdxtor,  4.   Unitbd  States,  4. 

1 .  Execution  on  judgment  pending  appeal  is  irregular,  but  not  void  ;  sale  of 
land  thereon,  if  not  set  aside  on  motion  by  defendant,  made  in  proper  time,  will 
pass  his  title.    Shirk  v.  Road  Co,,  145. 

2.  Defendant  only,  not  those  acquiring  title  ftom  or  through  him,  can  ques- 
tion validity  of  sale  of  land  under  execution  for  irregularity;  especially  in 
collateral  proceeding.  Id. 

JURISDICTION.    See  Rbhoval  of  Causbb,  7.   Unitbd  States  Coubts,  4. 
Objection  to,  may  be  raised  at  any  stage  of  proceedings  by  motion  to  dismiss. 
Nile  V.  Howe,  680. 


JUROR  AND  JURY.    See  Crimikal  Law,  15.   Triaj^  2,  6« 
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LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.    See  Iksuhahcb,  23.   NuMijrOB.  Tbnahts 
ur  Common,  2.   THBSPiJBt,  1. 

1.  It  is  duty  of  farm  tenant  by  force  of  law  to  make  all  needed  current 
repairs  on  fences,  and  action  cannot  be  maintained  against  landlord  by  adjoin- 
ing land  owner,  whose  colt  escaped  throogh  insufficient  division  fence,  although 
fence  was  in  same  condition  at  time  of  accident  as  when  tenant  went  into  pos- 
session.   Blood  y,  SpaMingj  683.  ^ 

2.  Lessee  of  room  in  block  covenanted  to  keep  premises  in  good  and  constant 
repair.  Building  was  thereafter  erected  on  adjoining  vacant  lot  by  owner 
thereof,  not  the  lessor,  whereby  demised  premises  were,  to  great  extent,  cut  off 
from  light  and  ventilation,  and  rendered  damp  and  unhealthy,  but  were  capa- 
ble of  being  made  tenantable  by  repairs.  Held,  that  lessee  was  not  authorized 
to  abandon  lease.    Hilliard  v.  Gas  Coal  Co,f  621. 

LARCENY.    See  Cbimimal  Law,  VII. 

LEASE.    See  Debtob  and  Cbbditob,  2.    Eyidbngb,  21.    Landlobd  and 
Tenant. 

LEGACY.    See  Will,  11. 

LIBEL.    See  Slandeb  and  Libel. 

LICENSE.    See  Municipal  Cobpobation,  1,  2.   Wat,  4,  5. 

Granted  to  two  or  more  persons  to  keep  billiard  or  pool  table,  or  bowling 
alley,  for  hire,  is  available  to  each.    Binckley  v.  Ins,  Co,,  770. 

LIEN.    See  Bank,  1.    Mobtoaoe,  S,  4.    Railboad,  6,  7.  Shipping. 

LIFE  TENANT.    See  Posbession,  I. 

Testator  devised  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  wife  in  trust  for  herself  for  life, 
with  remainder  over.  Just  before  his  death  he  entered  into  copartnership,  which 
was  to  continue  for  three  years,  even  in  case  of  his  death,  heid,  that  profits 
derived  from  testator's  share  in  partnership  belonged  to  life  tenant  as  income. 
Heighe  v.  Littig,  801. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF.    See  Ejectment,  2.  Fobmeb  Kbcovbbt,  4. 
Municipal  Cobpobation,  7. 

1 .  Law  of  state  in  which  suit  is  brought  determines  bar  of  statute,  although 
cause  of  action  originated  in  another  state.    Stirling  x.  Winter ,  213. 

2.  Statute  of  Vermont  not  a  defence  when  cause  of  action  accrued  in  another 
state,  unless  both  parties  resided  there  at  that  time.    Troll  v.  Hanauer,  622. 

3.  Maintaining  nuisance  for  twenty  years  does  not  give  prescriptive  right. 
New  Salem  v.  Eagle  MUl,  485. 

4.  Action  by  person  who  suffers  peculiar  damage  from  public  nuisance,  may 
be  maintained  against  person  continuing  it,  although  recovery  for  injury  done 
by  crearion  of  nuisance  is  barred  by  statute.  Id, 

5.  Mutual  account  is  one  based  on  course  of  dealin^r,  wherein  each  party  has 
given  credit  to  the  other,  on  faith  of  indebtedness  to  him.  If  the  items  on  one 
side  are  mere  payments,  the  account  is  not  mutual.    Gwin  v.  Gunn,  346. 

6.  In  case  of  mutual  accounts  statute  does  not  begin  to  run  until  last  just 
item  in  account  on  either  side.  Id. 

7.  Doctrine  of  mutual  accounts  stated.  Such  a  course  of  dealing  may  bo 
terminated  by  either  party  at  any  time  by  anything  plainly  showing  determina- 
tion to  deal  no  longer  that  way.  Id. 

8.  If  person  takes  possession  of  land  which  he  knows  does  not  belong  to  him 
or  anyone  from  whom  he  purchases,  no  prescription  will  run  in  his  favor,  how- 
ever long  he  may  hold  possession.    Convart  v.  Young,  346. 

9.  A.  transferred  to  B.  certain  corporate  stock,  which  B.  held  as  chattel 
mortgage.  After  default  by  A.  and  after  B.  had  subsequent  to  such  default 
held  and  treated  the  stock  as  his  own  for  more  than  six  years,  A.  filed  bill  in 
equity  to  redeem.  Held,  that  bill  could  not  be  sustained.  Greene  v.  Die- 
peau,  419. 

10.  Every  continuance  of  a  nuisance  is  a  renewal  of  the  wrong,  and  is  action- 
able, until  abated.  It  is  nuisance  to  keep  up  sewer  which,  when  it  rains,  throws 
upon  lot  and  near  owner's  residence,  excrement  bad-smelling  and  hurtful  to 
health.    Reid  v.  Atlanta,  346. 
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II.  To  remoTe  bar  of  statate  an  acknowledgment  of  a  sabsisting  debt  mnst 
be  unqualified;  and  if  the  acknowledg^nent  be  coupled  with  qualified  or  condi- 
tional promise,  there  must  be  proof  that  the  condition  has  been  performed,  or 
the  event  happened,  by  which  the  promise  is  qualified.  Ihrker  y.  Butter- 
worthy  77. 

0  12.  Payment  on  account  by  one  joint  promissor  will  not  remove  bar  of  statute 
as  against  co-promissor  in  whose  favor  statute  had  attached  when  payment  was 
made.  Id, 

IS.  Acts  constituting  real  and  personal  property  of  married  woman  her  sepa- 
rate estate  and  authorizing  hor  to  sue  and  be  sued  alone,  held^  not  to  repeal  by 
implication  saving  clause  in  statute  securing  to  married  women  right  to  main- 
tain actions  within  respective  times  limited  after  such  disability  is  removed.  AA- 
Uyy,  RocJaceU,  801. 

14.  Statute  sliould  bejiin  to  mn  against  action  for  malicious  prosecution  of  civil 
suit  from  time  civil  suit  terminates,  by  analogy  to  action  for  malicious  prosecation 
of  criminal  suit,  except  in  cases  of  seizure  of  personalty  under  execution,  where 
litigation  is  protracted  by  claim  of  person  whose  property  is  seized,  when  action 
accrues  and  statute  begins  to  run  at  time  of  seizure.    Piintup  v.  Smkk,  146. 

LIS  PENDENS.    See  Notice,  3. 

While  proceedings  were  pending  against  A.  and  B.,  co-partners,  for  appoint- 
ment of  receiver  under  proceedings  in  insolvency,  A.  made  an  assignment  of  his 
individual  property  to  C.  Held,  that  recei%-cr  was  entitled  to  order  upon  A. 
and  C.  for  conveyance  of  assigned  property.    Petition  of  Arnold,  801. 

LUNATIC.    See  Husband  and  Wxfb,  1.  Inbanxty. 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION.  See  Action,  9.  Limitations,  Statutb 
ov,  14. 

1.  Action  for,  in  obtaining  and  levying  order  of  attachment  upon  personal 
property,  may  be  maintained  against  corporation.  Western  Co.  v.  WUmarik, 
486. 

2.  In  such  action  where  it  is  alleged  in  petition  that  stock  of  goods  was  levied 
on  the  attachment  and  withheld  from  owner  for  about  two  months,  and  thereby 
his  business  completely  broken  up,  it  is  not  error  to  receive  evidence  showing 
value  of  stock  ;  that  owner  was  doing  business  from  $6000  to  $7000  per  annum, 
with  net  profit  of  $1500  to  $1600  per  year,  and  that  on  account  of  attachment 
proceedings  his  business  was  broken  up,  as  in  such  case  exemplary  damages  are 
allowable.  Id. 

3.  Action  for  damages  does  not  lie  for  arrest  upon  civil  process  of  witness 
(without  writ  of  protection)  returning  home  from  court.  Remedy  consists  in 
application  for  discharge ;  most  expedient  mode  being  by  summary  motion. 
Smith  V.  Jones,  78. 

4.  Person  ordering  such  arrest  of  witness  may  be  punished  for  contempt.  Id. 

5.  Person  who  has  procured  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  anotlier  on  lawful 
warrant  is  not  liable  to  action  for  false  imprisonment,  although  his  object  was  to 
enforce  payment  of  debt.    Mullen  v.  Brmcn,  547. 

6.  Action  for  false  arrest  does  not  lie  against  officer  for  serving  precept  issued 
by  inferior  magistrate,  if  magistrate  has  jurisdiction  of  oifence  alleged,  and 
precept  indicates  a  proper  cause.  Amendable  irregularities  do  not  vitiate.  To 
render  officer  liable  precept  must  be  absolutely  void.  EUemore  v.  Lofngf^iiom, 
146. 

7.  Judicial  finding  in  first  action  in  favor  of  defendant  in  malicious  prosecu- 
tion suit,  and  against  other  party,  by  court  of  original  jurisdiction,  is  conclusive 
of  probable  cause,  when  not  procured  by  unfair  means,  even  if  reversed  on 
appeal.     Welch  v.  Railroad,  420. 

8.  Where  defendant  claims  that  he  acted  under  advice  of  counsel,  it  is  for 
jury  to  say  whether  the  attorney  consulted  being  the  attorney  in  civil  suit  to 
recover  of  plaintiff  the  sum  alleged  in  criminal  proceeding  to  have  been  em- 
bezzled, was  therefore  an  improper  person  to  consult.    Watt  v.  Corey,  79. 

MANDAMUS.    See  Tslephonr,  1,  3. 

1.  Right  to  writ  of,  to  enforce  performance  of  official  act  by  public  officer 
depends  upon  his  legal  duty  and  not  upon  his  doubts.    Slate  v.  Turpen,  622. 
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2.  Will  not  issue  to  inferior  court  to  compel  it  to  conform  its  judgment  to 
finding  in  case,  when  motion  to  amend  judtrment  in  that  particular  has  been  en> 
tertained,  and  refused  because  court  was  of  opinion  that  judgment  had  been 
correctly  recorded.    Blx  parte  Morgan^  420. 

S.  Where  duty  rests  upon  railroad  company  to  construct  viaduct  over  its 
tracks  at  crossing  of  public  street  in  city,  mandamus  will  ordinarily  lie ;  and 
the  action  may  in  some  cases  be  prosecuted  in  name  of  state  by  countv  attorney. 
State  v.  Railroad^  276. 

MARRIAGE.    See  Hdsbaitd  and  Witb,  I. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT.  See  Chabitt,  1.  Cobpobation,  18,  19.  Mu- 
nicipal Corporation,  8.  Neoliobnce,  41.  Parent  and  Child,  4. 
Tort,  4.    Trust  and  Tbubtse,  4. 

1.  Master  and  mate  of  vessel  are  fellow-servants.    MathewM  v.  Case,  146. 

2.  So,  also,  are  foreman  and  laborers  engaged  in  repairing  dam  for  log- 
driving  company.    Doughty  v.  Penobscot  Co.,  146. 

3.  Train  dcspatcher  not  fellow-servant  with  employees  in  charge  of  train. 
Darrigan  v.  Railroad,  452,  and  note. 

4.  It  is  duty  of  railroad  company  to  devise  some  suitable  and  safe  method 
of  running  special  trains,  so  as  to  avoid  collision,  and  where  method  employed 
is  to  have  trains  controlled  by  train  despatchef,  latter  as  to  employees  in  charge 
of  train  stands  in  place  of  company.  Id. 

5.  Conductor  of  railway  train  not  fellow -servant  of  engineer,  but  represents 
company.  Chicago^  Rculwag  Co,  v.  Ross,  94,  and  note.  See  infra,  8,  10, 
and  11. 

6.  Liability  of  master  for  injury  to  servant,  generally.    Id.,  note. 

7.  Where  person  placed  his  mare  at  livery,  and  instructed  servant  of  pro- 
prietors of  stable  to  take  her  out  for  exercise,  such,  however,  being  no  part  of 
the  contract  of  livery,  and  while  the  servant  hod  her  out  for  such  purpose,  she 
died,  proprietors  of  stable  cannot  be  held  liable  to  owner,  though  mare  died  in 
consequence  of  immoderate  riding  and  carelessness  of  their  servant.  Adams  v. 
Cost,  346. 

8.  Head  blacksmith  of  railway  company  was  directed  with  other  employ- 
ees to  goon  wrecking  train  to  certain  place  to  remove  wreck.  Train  was  under 
charge  of  engineer,  who  acted  also  as  conductor,  and  by  his  negligence  train 
collided  with  another,  and  blacksmith  was  killed.  Beld,  that  they,  as  well  as 
the  other  employees  on  train,  were  fellow-servants.  Abend  v.  Railroad  Co., 
277.    See  antff,  5. 

9.  On  single  track  street  railroad  north-bound  car  ran  beyond  its  side  track,  and 
passenger  at  request  of  driver,  assisted  in  pushing  it  back.  While  so  engaged, 
and  without  fault,  he  was  injured  by  carelessness  of  driver  on  south-bound  car. 
Held,  \»  Plaintiff*  did  not  engage  in  service  of  company  as  mere  volunteer. 
2.  Under  circumstances  he  cannot  be  considered  as  fellow-servant  with  driver 
of  south-bound  car.   Mc/ntire  Rd.  v,  Bolton,  486. 

10.  Car  inspectors  and  yard  hand  are  not  fellow-servants ;  and  railway 
company  is  responsible  for  negligence  of  former  by  which  latter  is  injured, 
being  bound  to  nse  reasonable  diligence  to  keep  machinery  and  instrumentali- 
ties for  its  employees  suitable  and  safe.  Tiemey  v.  Railway  Co,,  669.  See 
ante,  5. 

11.  In  such  case  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  plaintiff  assumed  risk  of  negli- 
gent inspection,  unless  it  appear  that  he  undertook  to  handle  cars  in  course  of 
his  employment  without  reference  to  inspection.  Id. 

12.  Railroad  corporation  is  liable  to  employee  for  injury  occasioned  by  being 
struck  by  bridge-guard,  if  guard  is  out  of  its  proper  position  because  of  wearing 
out  of  rope  attached  to  guard,  and  corporation  has  not  made  suitable  provision 
to  have  notice  of,  and  to  remedy,  defects  liable  to  be  occasioned  by  its  use. 
Warden  v.  Railroad  Co.,  277. 

13.  One  who  contracts  with  mining  company  to  break  down  rock  and  ore  for 
certain  distance  to  disclose  vein,  at  stipulated  price  per  foot,  company  to  furnish 
steam  drill  and  keep  drift  clear  of  rock,  as  the  contractor  broke  it  down,  is  to 
be  regarded  as  contractor  with  and  not  servant  of  company.    He  is  not  fellow- 
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serYant  of  superintendent  of  company  ander  whose  direction  work  is  perfonned. 
Maykew  v.  Suilivan  Co.,  146. 

14.  Passenger  in  hired  coach  may,  by  words  or  conduct  at  the  time,  so 
sanction  or  encourage  special  act  of  rash  or  careless  driving  as  to  debar  him  from 
suit  against  third  person  for  injury  resulting  from  co-operating  negligence  of 
both  parties,  or  make  him  responsible  for  injury  done  by  driver.  But  the  neg^- 
gence  of  the  driver,  without  some  co-operating  negligence  on  his  part,  cannot 
be  imputed  to  passenger.  N.  y.,  L.  E.  4r  ^*  Steinbramer,  684. 

15.  In  action  by  workman  against  employer,  for  personal  injuries  caused  by 
fall  of  staging  upon  which  he  was  at  work,  it  was  in  dispute  whether  defendant 
undertook  to  furnish  staging  as  a  whole,  or  whether  he  undertook  merely  to 
provide,  and  did  provide,  materials  from  which  fellow-servants  of  workman 
erected  staging.  Judge  instructed  jury  that  master  is  liable  to  servant  for 
injuries  resulting  from  defective  materials  negligently  furnished  by  him, 
although  negligence  of  fellow- servant  contributes  to  accident,  and  on  question 
whether  obligation  of  master  extended  to  furnishing  of  staging  as  completed 
structure^  read  and  affirmed  on  tlieir  respective  theories  the  instructions 
requested  by  each  party.  Held,  that  plaintiff  had  no  ground  of  exception. 
Clark  V.  Saule,  276. 

MECHANICS*  LIEN.    See  United  States,  4,  5. 

1.  Ordinary  mechanics'  lien  laws  should  not  be  interpreted  as  giving  a  lien 
upon  roadway,  bridges  or  other  property  of  raibrotul  company  that  may  bo 
essential  in  operation  and  maintenance  of  its  road.  CommiMsioners  v.  Toomey, 
547. 

2.  Is  purely  statutory  remedy  and  while  courts  construe  laws  liberally  and 
allow  proper  amendments,  yet  all  proceedings  must  be  in  substantial  accord 
with  main  requirements  of  statute.    Kenly  v.  Sisters  of  Charily ^  802. 

MERGER.    See  Set-Off,  3.  . 

MINES  AND  MINING. 

1.  One  member  of  mining  partnership  has  right,  without  consulting  his  associ- 
ates, to  sell  his  interest  in  partnership  to  stranger,  and  such  sale  does  not  di:»- 
solve  partnership.    Bissell  v.  Foss,  420. 

2.  Discoverers  of  lode  or  vein  posted  at  point  of  discovery  plain  sign,  body 
of  which  was  :  We,  the  undersigned,  claim  1500  feet  on  this  mineral-bearing 
lode,  vein  or  deposit."  Heid^  that  this  meant  750  feet  on  course  of  lode  in  each 
direction  from  that  point,  and  that  notice  was  not  deficient.  Erhardt  v.  Boaro, 
347. 

3.  Grant  of  patent  by  United  States  for  land  located  or  claimed  for  valuable 
deposits,  is  a  determination  binding  on  rival  claimant,  whether  he  asserts  bis 
claim  or  not ;  and  if  patent  includes  that  part  of  rival's  claim  wherein  was  situ- 
ated his  discovery  shaft,  where  all  his  labor  was  done,  his  whole  location  falls. 
Gwillim  V.  DonneUson,  684. 

MINOR.    See  Infant.    Guardian  and  Wahd.   Parent  and  Child. 

MISREPRESENTATION.   See  Fraud,  3.   Equity,  21. 

MISTAKE.   See  Equity,  2,  14. 

MORTGAGE.  See  Absionment,  3-5, 10, 11.  Bailment,  5.  Bills  and  Notes, 
8,  10.  Corporation,  5,  6,  20.  Notice,  1,  5.  Railroad,  6,  7.  Re- 
CEiTER,  1.    Sale,  2.    Tax  and  Taxation,  1.  Usury,  1. 

I.  Generally. 

1.  Deposit  of,  for  record,  in  recorder's  office,  sufficient  to  protect  mortgagee. 
Case  V.  Hdrgadine,  78. 

2.  Where  possession  is  held  by  mortgagee  advei-sely  to  mortgagor,  princi- 
ples of  account  are  quite  different  from  what  they  are  when  possession  is  held 
in  acknowledged  character  of  mortgagee,  and  are  applied  with  more  or  let^s 
rigor  against  wrongdoer,  according  to  circumstances.  Booth  v.  Packet  Co., 
548. 

3.  Presumption  is  that  mortgage  first  recorded  is  first  lien ;  to  overcome 
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each  presumption,  it  must  be  proYed  that  the  mortgaj^,  at  or  before  time  he 
took  his  mortf^a^e,  had  knowledge  of  the  mortgage  first  in  date.  Hendrickson 
V.  Woolleyy  347. 

4.  And  if  mortgagee  of  mortgage  first  in  date  has  agreed  with  mortgagor 
to  keep  his  mortgage  otf  record,  in  order  that  mortgagor  may  borrow  more 
money  on  the  property  to  be  secured  prior  to  such  mortgage,  and  such  agree- 
ment be  made  known  to  mortgagee  of  mortgage  second  in  date,  but  first  of 
record,  at  or  before  its  execution,  priority  of  mortgage  first  in  date  is  waived. 
Id. 

5.  Where  senior  mortgagee  forecloses  bis  mortgage,  and  sells  property,  with- 
out making  junior  mortgagee  a  party,  or  giving  him  notice,  purchaser,  whe- 
ther senior  mortgagee  or  stranger,  acquires  his  title  subject  to  right  of  redemp- 
tion by  junior  mortgagee  ;  and  same  rule  applies  where  junior  mortgagee  has 
assigned  all  his  interest  in  mortgage  and  the  notes  secured  thereby,  to  third 
person.    HolUger  v.  Bates,  802. 

6.  Married  woman  mortgaged  her  property  to  secure  note  of  husband  given 
to  raise  money  to  pay  debt  of  lumber  company,  of  which  he  was  president. 
The  money  was  raised  by  loan  from  insurance  company  on  note  of  lumber  com- 
pany at  one  year,  with  the  mortgage  as  collateral,  and  insurance  company  had 
knowledge  that  mortgaged  property  was  designed  by  mortgagor  to  serve  'as 
surety  for  payment  of  loan.  Without  mortgagor's  knowledge  or  consent,  note 
of  lumber  company  at  end  of  year  was  renewed,  and  soon  thereafter  surrendered, 
and  a  new  note,  with  other  and  different  parties,  was  substituted,  and  twice  re- 
newed, and  then  extended.  that  mortgage  was  released.  People* s  Ins. 
Co.  y.McDonneU,  213. 

ir.  Ckattelt. 

7.  Mortgagee  of  chattels  which  are  insured  by  policy  providing  that  loss 
shall  be  payable  to  hiita  as  his  interest  may  appear,  is  entitled  to  insurance  money 
to  amount  of  mortgage  debt,  as  against  creditors  of  mortgagor  garnishing  insur- 
ance company  after  loss,  although  mortgage  was  not  properly  filed.  Mawton  v. 
Ina.  Co.,  749. 

8.  Where  domestic  animals  are  mortgaged  during  period  of  gestation,  off- 
spring when  bom  will,  as  between  parties,  be  covered  by  mortgage ;  but  not 
as  against  bona  Jide  purchaser  or  encumbrancer,  without  notice  of  facts  and 
after  penod  of  nurture  has  passed.    fSmk  v.  Paul,  749. 

9.  One  who  takes  mortgage  of  chattels  to  secure  pre-existing  debt  which  is 
not  yet  due  is  not  entitled  to  protection  as  hoiia  Jxde  purchaser  or  encumbran- 
cer. Id. 

10.  Description  of  property  as  "Forty-one  Berkshire  hogs,  and  sixty-five 
grain  sacks,"  is  not  so  uncertain  as  to  invalidate  mortgage.  Knapp  v.  Deitz, 
748. 

1 1 .  Mortgage  of  chattels  furnished  by  mortgagee  to  mortgagor  and  to  be 
used  and  consumed  by  him  for  benefit  of  mortgagee,  is  not  >  oid  as  to  creditors 
of  mortgagor.  Id. 

12.  Mode  of  alienation  of  personal  property  is  governed  by  law  of  place 
where  owner  resides,  and  where  property  is  situated,  and  is  not  aflTccted  by 
rule  requiring  change  of  possession  ;  thus  chattel  mortgage  executed  in  New 
York,  and  valid  there,  is  valid  in  Vermont  when  owner  goes  into  latter  state 
with  property.    Norris  v.  Sowlea,  685. 

13.  After  breach  of  condition  mortgagor  has  no  attachable  interest  in  the 
property.  Id. 

III.  Of  Realty. 

14.  Failure  to  index  mortgage  which  is  recorded  will  not  affect  its  lien  or 
validity.    Barrett  v.  Prentiss,  685. 

15.  Payment  by  mortgagor  after  he  had  sold  and  quit  possession,  rebuts  pre- 
sumption of  payment  arising  from  lapse  of  time,  not  only  as  to  him,  but  his 
grantees  affected  with  constructive  notice  of  mortgage.  Id. 

16.  One  who  sells  property  and  concuri*ently  takes  purchase-money  mortgage, 
retains  such  interest  therein  as  may  be  taken  in  equity  and  applied  on  debt 
secured  by  unrecorded  mortgage  given  by  vendor.    Associatum  v.  Clark,  802. 
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17.  Parchaser  from  mortgagor  of  lands  encmnbercd  by  anrecordcd  mort^ragt, 
takes  title  free  from  8uch  encumbrance,  even  if  he  lias  full  knowledge  and  noncu 
'of  its  existence,  and  that  it  is  unpaid.    Association  v.  Clark,  802. 

18.  If  creditor  procures  judgment  against  such  purchaser  after  such  unre- 
corded mortgage  has  been  recorded,  his  lien  is  valid  as  against  such  mortgage 
Id. 

19.  Where  money  is  loaned  upon  forged  mortgage  supposed  to  be  valid,  for 
purpose  of  discharging  prior  valid  mortgage,  which  is  done,  mortgagee  of  void 
mortgage  or  his  innocent  vendee  in  regular  course  of  business,  may  be  subro- 
gated to  rights  of  prior  mortgagee,  there  being  intervening  liens.  Everston  v. 
Bank,  487. 

20.  If  owner  of  land  subject  to  two  mortgages  made  by  predecessors  in  title, 
conveys  it,  reserving  easement  therein,  to  first  mortgagee,  by  warranty  deed,  in 
which  grantee  assumes  both  mortgages,  first  mortgage  is  cxtinsniishcd,  and  sec- 
ond mortgagee  may  maintain  writ  of  entry  against  first  mortgagee  to  foreduse 
second  mortgage.    Kneeland  v.  Moore,  548. 

21.  Where  sale  of  land  is  made,  separate  portions  of  which  are  subject  to 
separate  mortgages,  and  vendee,  as  part  of  price,  assume;*  payment  thereof, 
and  subsequently  vendor  is  compelled  to  pay  one  of  them,  vendee  cannot  main- 
tain bill  against  vendor  to  redeem  land  from  such  mortgage  without  also  paying 
the  other  mortgage.    WdU  v.  Tucker,  536. 

22.  Vendor  executed  release  of  his  purchase-money  mortgage,  and  took  sec- 
ond mortgage  for  balance  unpaid.  Release  and  second  mortgage  were  intrusted 
to  vendee  to  record ;  vendee  recorded  release  but  not  the  second  mortgage, 
which  was  returned  to  vendor,  and  by  him  recorded,  after  another  mortgage 
made  after  the  second  mortgage  without  consideration,  had  been  recorded  and 
assigned  lo  bona  fide,  purchaser  without  notice.  Utld,  that  last  mortgage  was 
first  lien.    Ramsey  v.  Jones,  622. 

2S.  Purchaser  of  mortgaged  premises  from  mortgagor,  who  assumes  payment 
of  mortgage  debt,  or  who  knowingly  accepts  conveyance  reciting  his  assumption 
of  same,  will  at  once  become  personally  responsible  to  mortgagee,  and  a  release 
from  mortgagor  will  not  ayail  him.    Bay  v.  Williams,  486. 

24.  Acceptance  of  conveyance  of  mortgagor's  equity  c»f  redemption,  is 
sufficient  consideration  for  promise  by  grantee  to  assume  and  pay  mortgage 
debt.  Id, 

25.  Express  assent  of  beneficiary  is  not  essential  to  his  right  to  avail  himself 
of  promise  by  one.  upon  valuable  consideration  moving  from  another,  to  pay 
debt  of  that  other  to  third  person.  Id. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION.   See  Action,  16,  17.  Constitotional  Law, 
12,  13,  19-22,  30,  38.    CoKTRACT,  1.    Hiohwats,  &c.,  2,  9,  10.  Negli- 
gence, 1,6,  12.    Officer,  1,  2.    Tax  and  Taxation,  5,  6.    Will,  7,  8. 
I.  Generally. 

1.  Power  to  regulate  wagons,  drays,  Ac.,  conferred  by  Ark.  Man.  Corp. 
Act  of  March  9,  1875,  includes  power  to  license.   Fort  Smithy.  Ayers^  78. 

2.  Such  license  fee,  when  imposed  as  mere  police  retaliation,  is  not  a  tax 
upon  an  occupation  ;  if  so  large  as  to  have  been  manifestly  imposed  for  reve- 
nue, it  is,  in  effect,  a  tax,  and  not  within  statute.  Id, 

3.  Common  council  of  city,  made  by  charter  sole  judge  of  election  and  quali- 
fications of  its  own  member*),  having  once  investigated  and  seated  a  mtmber, 
cannot  at  subsequent  meeting  order  second  investigation.   State  v.  City,  749. 

4.  Shade  trees  on  sidewalks  and  streets  of  city  belong  to  it,  and  in  grading 
streets  and  sidewalks,  may  be  removed  if  necessary ;  and  adjoining  propcny 
owner  certainly  cannot  recover  therefor  unless  damage  was  caused  by  negli- 
gence in  the  work.    Castleberry  v.  Atlanta,  348. 

5.  City  which  undertakes  celebration  of  holiday,  under  authority  of  statute 
providing  that  city  council  may  appropriate  money  for  such  purpose,  exclo- 
sively  for  gratuitous  amusement  of  public,  is  not  liable  for  negligence  of  its  ser- 
vants in  discharging  fireworks  for  purposes  of  celebration.    Findley  v.  City^  214. 

6.  Board  of  county  commissioners  is  proper  party  to  bring  action  to  reim- 
burse county  for  expense  incurred  by  such  board  in  rebuilding  bridge  uptiU 
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county  road  within  limits  of  village,  which  bridge  had  been  injared  by  railroad 
company  in  construction  of  its  road.   Commisgioners  v.  Railroad  Co,,  802. 

7.  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  against  such  action  until 
complete  restoration  of  bridge.  Id. 

a.  Foreman  of  engine  company  in  fire  department  of  Baltimore  was  dis- 
missed by  fire  commissioners  for  disrespect  to  superiors.  In  action  against 
city  to  r^overy  salary  since  dismissal,  held^  that  defendant  could  not  be  held 
responsible  for  determination  of  commissioners  ;  and  that  their  right  of  removal 
being  absolute,  if  there  were  no  arrears  of  salary  at  time  of  dismissal,  anv 
wrong  done  by  commissioners  must  be  redressed  by  action  against  them.  Bat- 
timore  v.  O'Neill^  803. 

9.  In  relation  to  powers  and  privileges  which  are  to  be  exercised  by  munici- 
pal corporation  for  improvement  of  territory  within  corporate  limits,  and  as  to 
which  pecuniary  and  proprietary  interests  of  individuals  arc  represented,  lia- 
bility of  corporation  for  negligence  is  largely,  if  not  entirely,  measured  by 
liability  of  individuals  for  similar  acte  ;  but  with  respect  to  police  powers,  such 
as  suppressing  riots  and  unlawful  assemblages,  such  corporation  is,  in  absence 
of  statutory  provision  to  contrary,  agent  of  state,  and  not  liable  for  failure  to 
perform  or  negligence  in  performing  duties  in  that  particular  imposed  by 
statute.   Robinson  v.  Greenville^  347. 

10.  May  acquire  realty  by  possession  and  for  other  than  municipal  purposes. 
New  Skoreham  v.  Ball,  420. 

11.  in  ejectment  wherein  plaintiflPs  title  rested  on  possession  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  the  locus  was  a  long  sandy  waste  along  the  seashore,  and  defend- 
ants were  mere  intruders.  Plaintiff,  a  municipal  corporation,  had  by  vote  let 
the  locus  year  by  year  from  1829  to  1875.  Court  instructed  jury  that  to  show 
title  town  miist  prove  open,  adverse,  actual  and  exclusive  possession  for  twenty 
continuous  years,  and  that  the  votes  were  not  sufficient  unless  lessees  took 
actual  possession,  though  town  need  not  show  that  possession  of  its  lessees  was 
continuous  in  sense  of  their  being  on  premises  all  the  time,  and  that  if  lessees 
were  in  possession  of  any  part  of  locus  under  the  votes,  it  might  be  considered 
they  were  in  possession  of  whole.  Held,  that  instructions  did  not  entitle  de- 
fendants to  new  trial ;  and  that  passage  over  locus  by  inhabitants  of  town  to 
get  seaweed  or  sand,  or  use  of  same  for  temporary  deposit  of  seaweed,  would 
not  amount  to  interruption  of  possession.  Id. 

12.  There  being  evidence  to  show  that  locus  was  known  as  the  East  Beach, 
held,  that  it  was  for  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  town  let  locus  by  name  of 
the  East  Beach.  Id. 

n.  Bonds  of. 

13.  Municipal  bond  issued  under  authority  of  law  for  payment,  at  all  events, 
to  named  person  or  order,  of  fixed  sum  of  money  at  designated  time  therein 
limited,  being  endorpicd  in  blank,  is  negotiable  security,  and  its  negotiability  is 
not  affected  by  provision  of  statute  under  which  it  was  issued  thai  it  should  be 
**  payable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  district  at  any  time  before  due."  Addey  School 
District  v.  Hall,  277. 

14.  Consistently  with  Act  of  March  8,  1875,  determining  jurisdiction  of 
United  States  Circuit  Courts,  the  holder  may  sue  therein  without  reference  to 
citizenship  of  any  prior  holder,  and  unaffected  by  circumstance  that  munici- 
pality may  be  entitled  to  make  defence  based  upon  equities  between  original 
I>arties.  Id. 

15.  By  city  charter  its  council  had  power  to  levy  taxes  on  all  property  within 
city  to  pay  the  debts  and  meet  the  general  expenses  of  said  city,  not  exceed- 
ing fifty  cents  on  each  one  hundred  dollars  per  annum  on  the  annual  assessed 
value  thereof*  Subsof^ncntly  the  city  was  authorized  to  subscribe  to  capital 
stock  of  railroad,  and  issued  bonds  in  payment  of  stock  it  subscribed  for. 
Held,  that  authority  to  make  the  subscription  carried  with  it  right  and  duty  to 
levy  and  collect  special  tax,  if  necessary  to  pay  subscription.  Quincy  v.  .Tackson, 
347. 

MUTUAL  BENEFIT  ASSOCIATION.    Sec  Ihsubance,  20. 
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NATIONAL  BANK.    See  United  States  Cousts,  4. 

That  taxation  of  shares  of,  imposed  hy  authority  of  state  within  which  asso- 
ciation is  located,  is  no  heavier  than  that  imposed  npon  state  hunk  shares,  or 
state  saving  institutions,  does  not  prevent  its  being  an  illegal  discrimination, 
uider  sect.  5819  of  Rev.  Stat.,  if  it  results  in  capital  so  invested  not  being  upon 
same  footing  of  snbstantial  eqnalitj  in  respect  of  taxation  by  state  authority  as 
other  moneyed  capital  in  bands  of  individual  citiiens,  however  invested. 
Boyer  v.  Bayer,  348. 

NATURALIZATION.    See  Husband  and  Wife,  11. 

NAVIGABLE  STREAM.  See  CoKBTiruTioirAL  Law,  26.  Hiohwatb,  &c.,  3. 
NE  EXEAT.    See  Eqcitt,  22. 

NEGLIGENCE.  See  Action,  4,  7,  23.  Attornbt,  I.  Baitk,  4.  Common 
Carbibr,  7, 12,  17,  19-21.  Formeb  Rbcovbrt,  2.  Frauxs  1,  2.  High- 
ways, &o.  Master  and  Sertant.  Municipal  Corpobation,  4,  5,  9. 
Parent  and  Child,  4.    Railroad,  2-7.  Telboraph. 

1.  A  town  is  not  required  to  render  way  passable  for  entire  width  of  located 
limits.    A/brss  v.  Belfast,  803. 

2.  In  determining  whether  way  is  safe  and  convenient  within  statute,  it  is 
enough  that  it  is  so  in  view  of  such  casualties  as  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  happen  to  travellers.  What  imperfections  will  render  town  liable  is  gener- 
ally for  jury,  Jd. 

3.  In  action  for  personal  injuries  received  by  reason  of  defect  in  way  ques- 
tion, whether  plaintiff  or  driver  was  in  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  is  for  jurv. 
Id. 

4.  Failure  to  look  or  listen  on  crossing  railway  track  will  bar  recovery,  not- 
withstanding negligence  of  railroad  company  in  failing  to  give  signals.  Umm 
Pae,  Railroad  v.  Adama^  487. 

5.  Person  who,  in  passing  from  ferryboat  to  dock,  puts  himself  in  so  dense 
a  crowd  that  he  cannot  see  his  footing,  and  gets  his  foot  cruslied  between  boat 
and  dock,  has  no  cause  of  action  against  ferry  company.  Dwyer  v.  JUtilway 
Co,,  749. 

6.  When  injury  results  to  traveller  on  highway  from  combination  of  two 
canses,  one  defect  in  highway  and  other  a  natural  cause  or  pure  accident  (ice), 
town  is  liable  ;  provided,  injury  w9tald  not  have  been  sustained  but  for  defect 
in  highway.   Hampson  v.  Taylor,  685. 

7.  In  action  for  personal  injuries  received  by  collision  at  railroad  crossing, 
evidence  will  not  ho  received  to  show  general  character  and  habits  of  traveller 
for  carefulness,  though  injuries  occasioned  death  before  he  could  tell  how  acci- 
dent happened,  and  no  one  saw  him  at  time  of  collision.  Chaae  v.  RaUroad  Co., 
803. 

8.  In  such  ca^e  natural  instinct  for  self-preservation  does  not  afford  proof  of 
absence  of  contributory  negligence,  though  it  may  give  force  to  facts  already 
proved.  Id, 

9.  For  injury  resulting  from  fall  into  sidewalk  of  public  street,  communica- 
ting with  cellar  of  adjoining  building,  and  left  without  guard  or  notice  of 
danger,  owner  and  occupier  of  premises  is  liable.   Houston  v.  Traphagen,  749. 

10.  Where  it  appeared  that  injured  person  stepped  into  unguarded  opening 
while  his  attention  was  attracted  by  objects  in  shop  window  above  opening, 
contributory  negligence  is  not  necessarily  inferred.  Id, 

11.  Where  it  is  claimed  that  fall  produced  or  excited  disease,  it  should 
appear,  not  only  that  fall  was  possible  cause  of  disease,  but  other  causes  should 
be  so  excluded  and  circamstaiices  should  be  such  as  to  leave  reasonable  infer- 
ence that  fall  was  actual  cause.   Id.    See  infra,  40. 

12.  Where  city  conti-acted  for  construction  of  cistern  in  street,  and  before  its 
completion  horse  fell  into  it  and  was  killed  for  want  of  sufficient  protection 
around  and  over  excavation,  Hdd,  that  city  was  liable,  although  it  only 
reserved  right  to  see  that  work  was  done  according  to  specifications.  City  v. 
Nending,  214. 

IS.  Contractor  entered  into  written  contract  with  trustees  of  estate  to  take 
down  an  entire  building  belonging  to  said  trustees,  *'or  so  much  thereof  ns  the 
trustees  mny  request."    "All  of  said  work  to  be  done  carefully,  and  under  the 
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direction  and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  tnuteefl/'  Htld^  that  he  was 
not  an  independent  contractor.  lAnnehan  v.  Rollins^  914. 

14.  In  Maine  in  actions  against  railroad  companies  for  injuries  to  persons, 
whether  in  form  civil  or  criminal,  burden  is  upon  party  prosecuting  to  show 
absence  of  contributory  negligence.    State  v.  Main  Co.^  147. 

15.  One  in  full  possession  of  his  faculties,  who  undertakes  to  cross  railroad 
track  at  moment  train  is  passing,  or  when  train  is  so  near  that  he  is  not  only 
liable  to  be,  but  is  in  fact  struck  by  it,  is  prima  fade  guilty  of  negligence.  /<f. 

16.  In  prosecution  by  indictment,  against  railroad  company  for  negligently 
causing  death  of  person  at  crossing,  tlie  amount  of  forfeiture  between  minimum 
and  maximum  sums  fixed  by  statute,  should  bo  assessed  by  jury.  Id, 

17.  Minor  child,  who  being  eui  juris  as  to  reasonable  care  of  her  person  and 
safety,  lawfully  and  properly  enters  into  conveyance  driven  by  her  parent,  and 
without  fault  on  her  part  is  injured  by  negligence  of  driver  of  another  vehicle, 
is  not  prevented  from  recovering  damages  because  her  parent  has,  by  his  negli- 
gence, contributed  to  injury.    Railway  Co.  v.  Eadie^  706,  and  note, 

18.  If  track  of  railroad  company  is  put  in  position  where  trains,  when  close 
to  their  transit  over  public  street  or  road  cannot  be  seen,  that  is  an  extra  dan- 
ger calling  for  more  than  ordinary  cautionary  signals  ;  merely  ringing  bell  not 
Bufiicient.    Railroad  v.  Randel^  686. 

19.  Where  traveller  was  crossing  in  wagon,  at  such  a  place,  and  flagman  did 
not  notify  bim  of  coming  of  train  until  after  it  liad  begun  to  cross  tracks,  and 
traveller  then  misunderstood  warning  and  went  forward  when  he  ought  to  have 
retreated,  H^d^  that  such  misunderstanding  should  not  be  imputed  to  him  as 
negligence.  Id. 

20.  It  is  duty  of  person  about  to  cross  railroad  track,  to  approach  cautiously, 
and  endeavor  to  ascertain  if  there  is  present  danger  in  crossing  ;  and  when 
track  and  crossing  arc  so  situated,  that  approach  of  train  cannot  be  seen,  it  may 
be  duty  of  person  about  to  cross,  to  stop  and  look  for  train.  Pennsylvania  Co, 
V.  Franer,  622. 

21.  Contributory  negligence  wholly  a  question  for  jury.  Id, 

22.  It  is  not  contributory  negligence  per  se  for  passenger  to  ride  on  lower 
step  of  front  platform  of  crowded  strcct-car  without  objection  by  driver  or  con- 
ductor.   Railway  Co.  v.  Gallagher ,  734,  and  note. 

23.  Boy  of  thirteen  got  upon  lower  step  of  front  platform  of  crowded  street- 
car, and  rode  for  long  distance  as  passenger,  holding  on  with  one  hand.  He 
was  finally  knocked  off  by  jolting  of  car,  run  over  and  injured.  Held,  that 
questions  of  negligence  and  contributory  negligence,  taking  into  consideration 
age  and  capacity  of  lad,  were  both  for  jury.  Id. 

24.  Absence  of  guard  or  fender  on  front  platform  of  street-car  may  be  con- 
sidered with  other  facts  in  determining  company's  negligence.  Court  will  not, 
however,  say,  as  matter  of  law,  that  it  is  negligence  on  part  of  company  not  to 
furnish  such  guard.  Id, 

25.  General  principle  is,  that  where  both  parties  by  their  negligence  directly 
contribute  to  accident,  neither  can  recover.  But  plaintiff*  who  has  been  ncgU.- 
gent  or  even  reckless,  may  show  knowledge,  on  part  of  defendant,  of  his  peril 
and  that  there  was  time  af^er  such  knowledge  within  which  to  make  effort-  to 
save  him,  and  then  his  own  negligence  will  not  prevent  recovery.  I^istanoe, 
traveller  crossing  railroad  track  without  stopping  to  look  and  listen.  Maryland 
Co.  V.  Neuber,  349. 

26.  In  absence  of  statutory  requirement  there  is  no  legal  obligation  on  rail- 
road company  to  keep  flagmen  at  crossings  of  public  country  rowl.  J^. 

27.  Presumption  that  party  acts  from  incentives  of  self  preservation  can  only 
be  indulged  in  absence  of  proof  to  contrary.  Id, 

28.  Person  approaching  railway  crossing  with  team,  and  having  reason  to 
suppose  that  regular  passenger  train  had  recently  passed  from  one  direction., 
is  not  guilty  of  negligence  if  he  fails  to  look  constantly  in  that  direction,  espe- 
cially when  it  would  be  impossible  to  see  or  hear  approaching  train  because  of 
obstruction  to  sight  and  sound.    Bowen  v.  Railroad  Co.^  147^ 

29.  Instruction  that  it  was  duty  of  person  approaching  railway  crossing  to- 
have  looked  up  track,  if  by  so  doing  he  could  have  ascertaiiiad'.  approach  of 
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train  at  siiffident  distance  to  hare  avoided  it,  is  proper.  What  was  such  suffi- 
cient distance  was  for  jury.    Bowen  v.  Bailroad  Co.,  147. 

30.  Question  being  whether  bell  was  rung  and  whistle  blown  as  locomotive 
approached  crossing,  evidence  that  those  things  were  not  done  at  similar  cross- 
ing three  miles  distant  was  admissible.  Id, 

31 .  Where  railroad  employee  was  sent  on  wrecking  train  to  assist  in  remov- 
ing debris,  and  instead  of  taking  his  scat  in  car,  in  violation  of  published  rule 
of  long  standing  entered  locomotive  and  took  seat  with  fireman,  just  iu  front 
of  latter,  where  he  remained  until  collision  with  freight  train,  and  he  was  killed, 
heldf  that  there  could  be  no  recovery,  notwithstanding  negligence  of  servant  in 
charge  of  train.    Abend  v.  Railroad  Co.y  277. 

3S.  It  is  sufficient  to  prevent  recovery  if  negligence  of  person  injured  or 
killed  materially  contributes  to  injury,  whether  it  contributes  to  force  causing 
injury  or  not.  Id, 

33.  In  case  of  such  voluntary  exposure  as  above  there  can  be  no  recovery, 
even  though  negligence  of  defendant  be  gross,  if  its  act  be  not  wanton  or  wil- 
ful.  Id, 

34.  Where  there  is  evidence  tending  to  prove  negligence  on  part  of  de- 
fendant, and  also  evidence  from  which  proper  inference  to  be  drawn  as  to  fault 
on  plaintiff's  part  is  doubtful,  it  should  be  submitted  to  jury  to  determine 
whether  plaintiff'  was  injured  by  his  own  fault  or  that  of  defendant.  Kelly  v. 
Howell,  815. 

35.  Contractor  agreed  with  owner  of  mine  to  do  certain  work  therein,  owner 
engaging  to  furnish  and  put  up  such  props  or  supports  for  roof  of  mine  as  would 
render  miners  secure,  whenever  notified  by  contractor  that  same  were  necessary. 
Held,  that  actual  knowledge  was  equivalent  to  such  notice.  If  overseer  of 
mine  acted  in  behalf  of  partnership  of  which  he  was  member,  and  mine,  at 
time  of  injury  of  employee  through  want  of  said  supports,  was  in  occupation 
of  firm,  and  the  work  was  being  done  therein  for  firm's  nse  and  benefit,  the 
partnership  will  be  liable  for  neglect  to  furnish  and  put  up  supports  necessary 
for  safety  of  contractor's  employees.  Id, 

36.  Traveller  upon  street  in  city,  crossing  railroad  track,  has  right  to  pre- 
sume that  trains  will  not  be  run  at  greater  rate  of  speed  than  is  limited  by 
city  ordinance.  Trial  judge  did  not  err  in  substantially  directing  jury  to  take 
into  consideration  all  objects  and  things  at  crossing  of  street  and  railroad,  and 
to  consider  what  was  done  by  deceased  under  all  these  circumstances,  and  in 
saying  that  if  they  found  that  his  action  was  that  of  person  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence, they  must  also  find  he  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Hart 
V.  DevereuXf  914. 

37.  Rights  of  way  of  railroad  company  is  exclusive  property  of  such  com- 
pany, upon  which  no  unauthorized  person  has  right  to  be  ;  the  mere  aoqnic»* 
cence  of  company  in  use  of  same  as  footway,  does  not  give  right  of  way  over 
track,  or  create  any  obligation  for  special  protection  :  B,  0,  Railroad  Co, 
V.  State,  348. 

38.  Where  person  trespassing  upon  such  right  of  way  was  run  over  and 
killed  ;  and  plaee  where  accident  occurred,  though  within  corporate  limits  of 
Baltimore,  was  not  npon  any  street  or  public  way,  held,  that  in  absence  of  other 
negligence,  non-compliance  with  ordinance  requiring  that  when  locomotive  is 
used  in  city  limits,  a  man  shall  be  required  to  ride  on  front  of  same  vkhcn 
going  forward,  and  when  going  backward,  on  the  tender,  not  more  than  twelve 
inches  from  road  bed«  did  not,  per  se,  render  company  liable.  Id, 

39.  Upon  street  railway  separate  track  was  used  for  cars  going  in  each  direc- 
tion, aud  frogs  were  so  placed  as  to  prevent  cars  going  in  proper  direction 
from  being  thrown  from  track  while  going  upon  or  leaving  switch-bridge. 
Loaded  wagon  having  broken  down  on  bridge  upon  one  of  tracks,  car  ap- 
proaching thereon  was  necessarily  lifted  to  other  track,  and  being  then  driven 
rapidly  upon  bridge,  was  thrown  from  track,  injuring  passenger.  Held,  tliat 
company  was  not  negligent  in  not  placing  frogs  so  as  to  prevent  car  going  in 
wrong  direction  from  being  thrown  off"  track,  but  that  question  whether  the 
•peed  was  not  negligent  was  for  jury.     White  v.  Railway  Co.,  597. 

40.  To  justify  assessment  of  damages  for  future  or  permanent  disability,  it 
must  appear  that  such  disability  is  reasonably  certain.   Id,    See  ante,  1 1. ' 
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41.  PlaintiflTs  hone  was  fri^^htened  at  steam  shovel,  and  ran,  throwing 
plaintiff  out  of  carria^  and  injuring;  him.  Shovel  was  located  on  defendant's 
land  and  used  to  ohtain  gravel  to  ballast  its  road-bed  near  highway  in  which 
plaintiff  was  travelling.  Defendant's  evidence  tended  to  show  that  shovel  was 
operated  and  wholly  controlled  by  one  M.,  an  independent  contractor,  and  his 
servants,  although  its  use  was  contemplated  when  contract  was  made.  Held^ 
that  work  being  lawful  and  shovel  not  a  nuisance,  until  it  became  so  by  negli- 
gent use,  defendant  was  not  liable  unless  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed 
between  it  and  those  operating  shovel ;  unless  it  not  only  prescribed  end  but 
directed  means  and  methods.    Bailey  v.  Railroad  Co,,  685. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENT.  See  Bills  avd  Notbb.  Guabdxak  and 
Ward,  2.   Municipal  Corporation,  13. 

1.  Bonds  of  the  United  States  are  negotiable,  though  "called,"  until  period 
at  which  they  were  originally  made  payable;  bona  Jide  purchaser  of  such 
bonds,  which  had  been  stolen,  has  good  title.   Morgan  v.  United  States^  3.50. 

2.  Where  by  connivance  of  clerk  in  office  of  assistant  treasurer  of  United 
States  person  unlawfully  obtains  from  that  office  money  of  the  United  States, 
and,  to  replace  it,  pays  to  clerk  money  which  he  obtained  by  fraud  from  bank, 
clerk  having  no  knowledge  of  means  by  which  latter  money  was  obtained,  the 
United  States  are  not  liable  to  refund  the  money  to  bank.  State  Bank  v. 
United  States,  487. 

NOTICE.  See  Bank,  2.  Bills  and  Notes,  9.  Evidence,  22.  Guardian 
AND  Ward,  2.  Hiohwats,  etc.,  1,  2,  9.  Mines  and  Mining,  2.  Mort- 
gage, 3,  5,  17.  Negligence,  35.  Partnership,  12,  13.  Sale,  6. 
Telegraph,  6. 

1 .  Mortgage  for  $2000  was  recorded  as  one  for  $200.  Held,  that  record 
was  no  notice  of  $2000  mortgage.  Hill  v.  AIcNichol,  147. 

2.  When  purchaser  of  real  escate,  without  notice  of  prior  unrecorded  deed, 
tor  valuable  consideration,  conveys  to  one  who  had  notice  thereof,  title  of  latter 
is  not  affected.  Id, 

8.  To  subject  purchaser  to  notice  of  lie  pendens,  in  absence  of  actual  notice, 
purchase  must  be  made  from  one  who  was  party  to  suit  at  time.  Marchbanks  v. 
Banks,  421. 

4.  Purchaser,  though  without  notice  of  outstanding  equities,  is  not  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  unless  he  has  paid  the  whole  consideration.  Payment  of  part 
and  securing  residue,  are  not  sufficient.  But  he  has  an  equity  to  reclaim  out 
of  property,  part  innocently  paid.  Id, 

5.  B.  sold  to  C.  real  estate,  placed  him  in  possession,  and  agreed  in  writing  to 
execute  to  him  deed  on  payment  of  purchase-money  in  monthly  instalments. 
Subsequently  B.  executed  to  A.  mortgage  on  premises,  which  was  recorded. 
Held,  that  such  mortgage  was  valid,  but  subordinate  to  rights  of  C. ;  that  0.  or 
his  assignee  may  validly  make  payments  of  purchase-money  to  B.  until  A.  or 
bis  assignee  by  suit  or  otherwise  asserts  right  to  unpaid  purchase-money. 
Ramsey  v.  Hardy,  487. 

NUISANCE.    See  Limitations,  Statute  of,  3,  4,  10. 

1.  He  who  creates  nuisance  on  his  own  premises  cannot  escape  liability  for 
its  continuance  by  demising  the  premises,  although  demise  stipulates  that  tenant 
shall  keep  premises  in  repair.   Ingwersen  v.  Rankin,  750. 

2.  Landlord  whose  ten^tnt  during  term  has  created  nuisance  on  premises  will 
be  liable  therefor  as  soon  as  he  has  right  of  entry  or  power  to  abate ;  and  that 
liability  cannot  be  evaded  by  renewal  of  lease  without  his  having  taken  actual 
possession.  Id, 

3.  Qucere,  Whether  knowledge  of  existence  of  nuisance  is  necessary  to  estab- 
lish landlord's  liability.  Id, 

OFFICER.  Sec  Charity,  I.  Corporation,  18,  19.  Malicious  Prosecu- 
tion, 6.    Mandamus,  1. 

!•  School  agent's  election  and  performance  of  duties,  raise  no  implied  promise 
on  part  of  town  to  pay  him  for  such  services.    Talbot  v.  East  Mcuhias,  147. 
2.  In  absence  of  implied  contract  or  statutory  provision  entitling  him  to  pay 
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for  official  duties  rendered,  school  agent  can  maintain  no  action  therefor  against 
his  town.    Taibot  y.  £a8t  Mathiat,  147. 

3.  Person  whoi>e  baggage  has  been  lost  through  negligence  of  public  porter 
licensed  by  city,  may  mt^intain  action  on  bond  given  by  him  to  city  pursuant  to 
charter  and  ordinance,  for  faithful  performance  of  requirements  of  ordinance 
and  safe  delivery  of  articles  entrusted  to  his  care.    City  v.  Raynard^  215. 

OBDINANCE.    See  Negligence,  38.    Sukdat,  5. 

OYER.    See  Fleadiko,  2,  3. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

1 .  Parent  who  wilfully  and  negligently  permits  his  son  eleven  years  old  to 
possess  a  loaded  pistol,  whereby  boy  injures  infant  child  of  another,  is  not  liable 
in  damages  therefor.    Hayerty  v.  fhwerSy  397,  and  note. 

2.  Widow  marrying  acquires  domicile  of  second  husband,  but  does  not,  by 
taking  children  of  first  husband  to  live  with  her  there,  make  that  their  domi- 
cile ;  they  retain  the  domicile  they  had,  before  her  second  marriage,  acquired 
from  her  or  from  their  father.    Lamar  v.  Micou,  148. 

3.  Parents  of  infant  child  lived  apart,  and  mother  supported  it  both  before 
and  after  lands  were  devised  to  it.  Upon  death  of  child  pai-ents  became  its 
sole  heirs.  Beld^  that  in  equity  mother  was  entitled  to  allowance  out  of  child's 
estate  for  amount  expended  by  her  upon  its  support.    Pierce     Pierce,  750. 

4.  Son,  28  years  old,  while  living  with  father  as  hired  man  on  his  farm,  took 
father's  horse  and  drove  to  depot  to  (ret  one  of  his  own  friends.  Father  did  not 
know  that  son  took  horse  until  after  he  was  gone  ;  but  expected  and  was  will- 
ing he  should  do  so.  Son  had  driven  team  before  without  permission.  Horse, 
tied  to  post  in  rear  of  depot,  where  father  and  son  were  accustomed  to  hitch, 
broke  away,  ran  into  plaintifiTs  team  and  injured  him.  Referee  found  that  son 
in  tying  horse  "did  not  exercise  prudence  of  an  average  prudent  man.'*  Held, 
that  father  was  not  liable,  but  that  son  was ;  that  license  to  use  horse  could  not 
be  inferred  from  fact  of  former  use  without  leave.    Way  y.  Powers,  621. 

PARTICULAR  WORDS  AND  PHRASES. 

1.  *»  Common  Law."     Walter  v.  Kiratead,  141. 

2.  "  Exempted  by  law."    Petition  of  Keach,  421. 

3.  Legal  Representatives."    Johnson  v.  Van  Epps,  144. 

4.  **  May."    James  v.  Dexter,  624. 

5.  **  Now  sailed  or  abont  to  sail  *  ♦  with  cargo.'»    TTte  Widduan,  209. 

6.  Reasonable  doubt."    State  v.  Rounds,  142. 

PARTITION.    See  Tekakts  ih  Common,  1. 

1.  Not  obtainable  for  land  adversely  held.    Moore  v.  Gordon,  623. 

2.  Where  case  is  fairly  within  law  authorizing  partition,  the  right  to  it  is 
imperative,  and  absolutely  binding  upon  courts  of  equity.    IliH  v.  Reno,  548. 

3.  In  event  that  partition  could  be  effected  only  through  sale  of  premises  and 
distribution  of  proceeds,  that  difficulties  may  arise  in  adjustment  of  distribu- 
tion, or  inconveniences,  or  eyen  possible  losses  result  from  change  in  relations 
of  parties  to  estate,  by  reason  of  sale,  will  not  affect  absolute  right  to  parti- 
tion. Id, 

PARTNERSHIP.  Sec  Agent,  5.  Damages,  6.  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators, 4.  Husband  and  Wife,  29,  and  p.  366.  Life  Tenant.  Minbs 
AND  Mining,  1.   Negligence,  35. 

1.  Partner  cannot  bind  his  copartner  by  warrant  of  attorney  under  his  hand 
and  seal  in  name  of  firm  without  previous  authority  or  subsequent  ratification. 
Ellis  V.  Ellis,  750. 

2.  Surviving  partner  in  good  faith  but  unsuccessfully  resisting  collection  of 
claim  against  partnership  estate,  will  be  entitled  to  contribution  for  reason- 
able expenses  of  litigation.         v.  Dolan,  421. 

3.  One  partner  may  purchase  partnership  property,  and  if  purchase  is  not 
made  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors,  and  property  is  such  as 
is  exempt,  may  hold  it  as  against  firm  creditors.    Burton  t.  Baum,  79. 

4.  Not  dissolved  by  death  of  partner  when  partnership  contract  shows  con- 
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trary  intention ;  as  wbon  it  takes  form  of  joint  stock  association,  with  trans- 
forrable  shares,  officers,  records  and  general  agent  to  transact  bastncss.  McNeish 
V.  Oat  Co.,  686. 

5.  Whether  intention  was  that  partnership  should  not  be  dissolved  bj  death 
of  partner  is  for  jury  to  determine,  on  reasonable  construction  of  articles  ofj 
agreement  interpreted  by  kind  of  business  contemplated  and  manner  of  trans- 
acting it.  Id. 

6.  Dealing  in  hnlless  oats  was  main  business  of  partnership,  under  control  of 
general  agent,  with  provision  that  its  affairs  "  were  to  be  kept  secret.  Ile/d. 
that  partners  might  be  liable  for  common  oats  purchased  by  agent,  although  it 
was  not  proved  they  knew  of  transaction  ;  and  that  it  was  their  du^  to  sec  that 
their  a&rents  transacted  no  business  outside  of  scope  of  partnership.  Id, 

7.  What  agent  said  to  vendor  at  time  of  sale  as  to  who  partners  were  and 
what  was  their  responsibility,  was  admissible  evidence.  Id, 

8.  Test  of,  as  between  parties  themselves,  is  their  intention  ;  as  to  creditors, 
old  test  of  participation  in  profits  has  been  abandoned  ;  question  now  is  whether 
business  has  been  carried  on  in  behalf  of  person  sought  to  be  charged  as  part- 
ner.   CuUeif  V.  Edwards,  623. 

9.  Where  note  and  mortgage  have  been  entrusted  to  firm  of  attorneys  for 
collection,  mere  dissolution  of  firm  will  not  release  one  partner  from  responsi- 
bility to  client  for  money  subsequently  collected  by  other  partner  to  whom  that 
business  was,  by  terms  of  dissolution,  transferred.    Waldeck  v.  Brand,  148. 

10.  Partners  may  make  any  agreement  they  see  proper  for  management  of 
their  joint  affairs  ;  but  provisions  of  such  agreements  are  liable,  at  least  in  court 
of  equity,  to  be  controlled  or  qualified,  or  to  be  held  altogether  waived,  when 
assent  of  all  partners  may  be  fairly  inferred.    Hall  v.  Sannmier,  421. 

1 1 .  One  partner  is  not  liable  to  another  for  honest  mistake  of  judgment.  Id. 

12.  In  action  against  members  of  partnership  upon  promissory  note,  and 
account  annexed  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  if  one  of  issues  is  whether  plain- 
tiff had  notice  of  dissolution  of  partnership,  notice  thereof  published  in  news- 
paper is  competent,  in  connection  with  other  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
plaintiff  saw  and  re4d  notice.    Smith  v.  Jacknuin,  548. 

13.  In  such  case  plaintiff  testified  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  such  dissolu- 
tion until  after  bringing  oi'  action.  Partner  who  alone  defended  action,  was 
allowed  to  put  in  evidence  certain  bills  or  statements  of  account  for  goods  sold 
and  delivereil  to  him  personally  by  plaintiff  at  various  times  after  cause  of 
action  accrued.    Held,  no  ground  of  exception  by  plaintiff.  Id. 

14.  Where  member  of  partnership  retires,  and  his  copartners  thereupon  agree, 
in  good  faith,  to  pay  him  sum  certain  as  his  share  of  capital,  and  firm  afterwards 
unexpectedly  turns  out  to  have  been  insolvent  at  time  of  said  withdrawal ; 
Held,  that  bank  from  which  new  firm  had  borrowed  money  which  they  had 
partly  used  in  making  payments  to  said  retiring  member,  could  not  in  equity 
charge  old  firm  with  money  loaned  to  new,  nor  retiring  partner  with  moneys 
obtained  from  it  and  used  to  pay  him,  retiring  partner  having  paid  in  discharge 
of  debts  of  old  firm,  more  than  amount  receiv^  by  him  as  his  share  of  capital 
thereof.    Penn  Bank  v.  Fumess^  488. 

PATENT.    See  Equity,  12.   TsLBPHOiirB,  8. 

1.  Receiver  of  insolvent  debtor  is  entitled  to  patent  right  belonging  to  debtor, 
and  court  may  order  debtor  to  assign  it.    Petition  of  Reach,  421. 

2.  Words    exempted  from  attachment  by  law/'  mean,  by  statute.  Id. 

3.  Novelty  and  increased  utility  do  not  necessarily  constitute  invention. 
HoUister  v.  Benedict  Co.,  278. 

4.  Where  one  of  two  patents  for  infringement  of  which  suits  were  brought, 
expired  before  Uuited  States  Supreme  Court  reversed  decrees  of  Circuit  Court 
dismissing  bills,  it  awarded  accounts  of  profits  and  damages  as  to  both  patents, 
and  a  perpetual  injunction  as  to  second.    Valve  Co,  v.  Valve  Co.,  278. 

5.  In  order  to  obtain  a  re-issue  for  mere  purpose  of  enlarging  claim,  there 
must  bo  both  a  clear  mistake,  inadvertently  committed,  in  wording  of  claim 
and  application  for  re-issue  within  reasonably  short  time.  Coon  v.  Wilson, 
350.    See  infra,  7,  and  9-11. 

6.  Use  of  old  device  for  new  purpose,  if  patentable  at  all,  is  only  so  when 
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the  result  is  new  and  diflerent  in  character  from  the  original ;  and  then  the 
patent  will  be  for  an  improvement  on  the  original  invention.  Blake  v.  Ci/v, 
350. 

7.  Reasonableness  of  dday  in  applying  for  re-issue  is  for  court,  and  decision 
of  patent  office  in  granting  re-issue  that  delay  in  application  therefor  had  been 
satisfactorily  explained,  will  not  avail  complainant.  Unexplained  delay  of  five 
years  too  long.    Wailersak  v.  Reihra-y  549.    See  on/e,  5  ;  infra,  9-11. 

8.  In  patents  for  combinations  of  mechanism,  limitations  and  provisos 
imposed  by  inventor,  especially  such  as  were  introduced  into  application  after 
it  had  been  persistently  rejected,  must  be  looked  upon  as  in  nature  of  dis- 
claimers.   Sargent  v.  BaU  Co.,  421. 

9.  In  case  of  re-tssue  whether  there  has  been  clear  mistake  in  wording  of 
original  claim,  is,  in  general,  matter  of  fact  for  commissioner ;  but  whether 
application  is  made  in  reasonable  time  is  matter  of  law,  which  court  may  deter- 
mine by  comparing  re-issue  with  original,  and  if  necessary,  with  records  in 
patent  office,  when  presented  by  the  record.  Maker  v.  Harwood,  148.  See 
ofrfe,  5,  7. 

10.  No  invariable  rule  can  be  laid  down  as  to  what  is  a  reasonable  tine. 
Court  will  exercise  proper  liberality  towards  patentee.  By  analogy  to  rule  as 
to  effect  of  public  use  before  application  for  patent,  delay  of  more  than  two 
years  would  in  general  require  special  excuse.  Id, 

11.  As,  in  present  case,  there  was  delay  of  nearly  four  years,  and  original 
patent  was  free  from  obscurity,  held,  that  delay  was  unreasonable.  Id. 

PAYMENT.    See  Eyideiicb,  14,  15,  20.    Limitatioks,  Statute  of,  12. 
MoRTOAOB,  15.   Usury,  4,  5. 

1.  Right  of  creditor  to  make  application  of  payments  to  one  of  several  debts 
applies  only  to  debts  then  due,  and  only  when  debtor  himself  makes  no  appro- 
priation.   Gates  V.  Burkett,  421. 

2.  Check  of  one  bank  upon  another  to  order  of  buyer  was  by  him  endorsed 
and  sent  to  seller  to  pay  for  bill  of  goods,  and  seller  sent  receipt  for  bill,  botli 
supposing  check  to  be  good,  while  in  fact  there  were  no  funds  to  meet  it  at  dme 
it  was  drawn  or  afterward.  Heldf  that  in  action  on  account  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  plea  of  payment  cannot  be  maintained.    F^eig  v.  Sleet,  S50. 

PEDIGREE.    See  Evidehcb,  20. 

PENALTY.    See  Sunday,  1. 

PENSION. 

1.  Not  exempt  from  execution  after  it  has  come  to  pensioner's  hands,  notwith- 
standing U.  S.  Rev.  Stet.,  sect.  4747.  Friend  v.  Garcelon,  804,  and  Crane  v. 
LinneuSf  804. 

2.  One  who  loans  money  to  pension  claimant  to  enable  him  to  establish  his 
claim,  and  to  be  repaid  when  pension  money  is  received,  is  not  debarred  from 
recovering  his  loan  by  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. ,  sect.  5485.    Crane  v.  Lmneus^  804. 

3.  Verbal  promise  by  pension  claimant  to  pay  debt  when  he  receives  penson, 
is  not  such  pledge,  mortgage,  assignment,  transfer,  or  sale  of  pension  daim,  as 
is  forbidden  by  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  sect.  4745.  Id, 

PHYSICIAN.   See  Criminal  Law,  25.   Evidekcb,  7-10. 

PLEADING.    See  AjiBMOifEirr,   Frauds,  Statute  of,  5.   Inburahcb,  8-10, 
15.    Slander  and  Libel,  2. 

1.  Replication  of  fraud  to  plea  of  release  must  set  out  fraudulent  acts  relied 
on.    Friedbwrg  v.  Knight,  422. 

2.  Where  pleading  does  not  show  that  instrument  of  which  profert  is  made 
is  under  seal,  oyer  is  not  demandable.    Jlfen/y  v.  Ins.  Co.,  339. 

3.  Even  though  oyer  be  not  demandable,  if  it  appears  that  knowledge  of 
paper  is  proper  or  necessary  for  either  party,  it  is  practice  of  court  to  make 
order  for  its  production.  Id, 

4.  Where  state  statate  regulates  practice  in  making  such  application,  that 
practice  will  be  followed  in  the  federal  courts.  Id. 
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5.  In  action  for  personal  tort,  amount  of  damages  claimed  mnst  be  laid  in 
declaration  ;  if  not,  defect  will  be  fatal  on  general  demurrer.  Treiuch  v.  Kamke^ 
750. 

6.  Amount  of  damages  claimed  in  such  case  is  jurisdictional  fact ;  if  over 
$100,  Common  Fleas  has  jurisdiction  ;  if  less,  justice  of  peace  has  exclusire 
jurisdiction.  Id. 

PLEDGE.  See  Bank,  1.  Insurance,  19.  Luiitationb,  Statute  op,  9.  Sale, 
2,  4-6. 

POSSESSION.  See  Mobtoaob,  2,  12.  Municipal  Corporation,  10,  11. 
Notice,  5.    Sale,  7,  8.    Trover,  1. 

1.  Possession  of  life  tenant  is  not  adverse  to  estate  of  remainderman,  and  he 
cannot  make  it  so.  Acceptance  of  deed  from  true  owner  granting  life  estate  to 
acceptor,  with  remainder  over,  waives  any  right  latter  may  hare  acquired  by 
former  adverse  possession.    Keith  v.  Keith^  215. 

2.  If  A.  is  entitled  to  conveyance  of  land  and,  by  agreement  between  A. 
and  B.,  in  order  to  defrand  A.'s  creditors,  land  is  conveyed  to  B.,  title  thereto 
by  adverse  possession  of  more  than  twenty  years  may  be  acquired  by  A.  against 
B.,  although  A.  is  without  means  to  pay  his  debts  during  such  possession,  if 
B.  knows  that  A.  is  holding  land  adversely.    Eiwell  v.  Hinckley,  549. 

3.  At  trial  of  writ  of  entry,  if  demandant  relies  upon  title  acquired  by  gran- 
tor by  adverse  possession,  books  of  assessors  of  taxes  of  town  in  which  land 
lies  are  evidence  of  assessment  of  land  to  demandant's  grantor  during  period 
of  alleged  adverse  possession.  Jd. 

POWER.    See  Tbust  and  Trustee,  3. 

When  a  power,  coupled  with  the  trust,  is  given  to  two  or  more  persons  to 
be  executed  by  them  jointly,  and  one  renounces,  other  or  others  may  execute 
power  as  if  originally  given  only  to  them.  In  this  case  one  of  the  trustees 
refused  to  act  and  survivor  did  not  make  appointment  in  his  stead,  as  testator 
desired  him  to  do.  Held,  that  sales  and  deeds  made  and  given  by  the  survivor 
were  valid.    Petition  of  Bailey,  686. 

PRACTICE.  See  Equitt,  1,  6,  10-12,  15,  16.  Escape,  2.  Evidence,  1. 
Patent,  4.  Pleading,  2-4.  Specipic  Pxrpormance,  1,  2.  Trust  and 
Trustee,  1. 

1 .  Exception  to  modification,  in  charge,  of  proposition  submitted,  must  be 
specific.    Ins.  Co.  v.  Trust  Co.,  55. 

2.  In  action  at  law,  submitted  to  decision  of  circuit  court,  waiving  trial  by 
jury,  in  which  record  does  not  show  filing  of  stipulation  in  writing  required  by 
sect.  649  of  Rev.  Stat.,  Supreme  Court  of  United  States,  upon  bill  of  excep- 
tions and  writ  of  error,  cannot  review  rulings  upon  any  question  of  law  growing 
out  of  the  evidence,  but  may  determine  whether  declaration  is  sufficient  to  sup- 
port judgment.    Bond  v.  Dustin,  216. 

3.  The  filing  of  said  stipulation  is  not  sufficiently  shown  by  statement  in 
record  or  in  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  issue  joined  by  consent  is  tried  by  the 
court,  a  jury  being  waived,"  or  that  the  case  came  on  for  trial  by  agreement 
of  parties,  by  the  court,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury."  Id. 

PRE-EMPTION.    See  United  States,  3. 

PRESCRIPTION.    See  Limitations,  Statute  op,  3.  Wat,  1,  2. 

PRESUMPTION.  See  Equitt,  12.  Evidence,  19.  Husband  and  Wipe,  8. 
Master  AND  Servant,  11.  Mortoaoe,  15.  Neoligence,  27,  36. 

PUBLIC  POLICY.  See  Agent,  4.  Common  Carries,  22.  Insurance,  5. 
SuNDAT,  2-4.    Will,  6. 

RAILROAD.  See  Action,  2,  3,  16,  17.  Agent,  5-9.  Assignment,!.  Com- 
mon Carrier.  Corporation,  20, 23.  Damages,  8.  Mandamus,  3.  Mas- 
ter AND  Servant,  3-5,  8-12.  Mechanics'  Lien,  1.  Negligence,  4,  14- 
16,  18-20,  22-26,  28-31,  36-39.    Tax  and  Taxation,  1.  Wat,  4,  5. 

1.  Charter  to  run  road  from  boundary  between  South  Carolina  and  Georgia 
to  city  of  Augusta,  and,  with  assent  of  railroads  in  Georgia,  to  join  its  track  to 
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tbein,  did  not  confer  power  to  mn  road  throii|*h  Augusta  so  as  to  counert  with 
another  railroad.    CUy  Council     RaHway^  950. 

2.  In  action  broajrht  against  railroad  company  in  behalf  of  next  of  kin,  to 
recover  damages  for  injuries  resulting  in  death  of  person,  nominal  damages  may 
be  recovered,  if  it  appears  that  death  was  caused  by  wrongful  act  or  omission 
of  defendant,  althongli  no  actual  pecuniary  damages  may  have  been  suffered. 
Atchitan  Rd.  v.  Weber,  479. 

3.  Where  conduct  of  passenger  is  such  as  to  render  his  presence  dangerous 
to  fellow-passengers  or  to  occasion  them  serious  annoyance  and  discomfort,  be 
should  be  excluded  from  train.  Id, 

4.  Where  unattended  passenger  becomes  sick  and  unconscious  or  insane,  it  is 
duty  of  railroad  company  to  remove  him  from  train  and  leave  him  until  he  is  iu 
fit  condition  to  resume  journey,  or  sliall  obtain  necessary  assistance.  Id. 

5.  Duty  of  company  is  not  only  to  remove  such  passenger  from  train,  but  also 
to  exercise  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  in  temporarily  providing  for  his  pro- 
tection and  comfort.  It  is  sufficient  in  case  of  such  passenger  without  friends 
or  money,  to  properly  remove  him  from  train  and  promptly  place  htm  in  charge 
of  overseer  of  poor.  The  statute  making  it  duty  of  such  overseer  to  grant  tem* 
porary  relief  to  any  non-resident  found  lying  sick  in  the  township  or  dty,  or  in 
distress  and  witliout  friends  or  money,  at  expense  of  county.  Id. 

6.  Where  trustees  for  bondholders  are  operating  road,  under  mortgnpe  for 
security  of  bondholders,  they  are  liable,  to  extent  of  funds  received,  to  keep 
road,  Ac.,  in  repair,  furnish  new  rolling  stock  when  necessary,  pay  running 
expenses  and  apply  balance  to  payment  of  damages  from  misfeasance  in  man- 
agement of  road,  and  af^er  that  to  mortgage,  as  rights  of  parties  may  require. 
Claim  for  damages  to  property  by  fire  communicated  by  locomotive  during  sndi 
period,  does  not  depend  upon  proof  of  malfeasance,  but  is  an  incident  to  run- 
ning of  road,  and  may  be  considered  part  of  running  expenses,  and  Is  therefore 
an  equitable  lien  upon  the  funds  liable  in  trustees*  bauds.  Stratton  v.  Railway 
Co,,  79. 

7.  When  trustees  have  conveyed  to  new  corporation,  formed  by  bondholders, 
such  funds  subject  to  such  lien,  to  that  extent  new  corporation  would  be  liable 
in  equity.  Id, 

8.  In  such  case  bill  should  aver  tliat  at  time  of  alleged  Injury  and  demand  for 
payment,  trustees  had  such  funds,  or  subsequently  conveyed  such  funds  to  new 
corporation.  Id. 

RATIFICATION.    See  Aobnt,  8,  9. 

RECEIVER.   See  Corpobation,  7,  14,  17,  27,  SO.  Lis  Pendens.  Patent,!. 

1.  Fund  collected  by  receiver  appointed  in  action  brought  by  junior  mort- 
gagee of  land,  is  applicable  to  the  liens  in  order  of  priority.  VViUiamson  v. 
Gerlach,  623. 

2.  May  be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  assets  of  insolvent  corporation,  to  save 
same  from  waste,  before  court  acquires  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  upon  rights 
of  such  corporation.  X^acing  property  in  hands  of  receiver  is  in  nature  of 
equitable  attachment,  whereby  court,  through  its  officer,  acquires  custody 
of  such  property.    Coed  Co,  v.  Coal  Co,,  278. 

8.  In  absence  of  statutory  provision  on  subject,  real  estate  cannot  be  vested 
in  receiver,  except  by  conveyance  to  him.  Id. 

REFORMATION.    See  Equity,  2,  8. 

RELEASE.    See  Attobhbt,  &.    Guaranty,  2. 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETY.    See  Chaeitt,  2.    Coeporatiok,  24-25. 

REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

1.  Separate  answers  to  one  cause  of  action,  raising  separate  issues,  do  not 
make  separate  controversies  within  second  clause  of  section  2  of  Act  of  March 
Sd,  1875.   Ayre9  v.  Wiswall,  79.   See  infra,  5. 

2.  In  contest  over  ownership  of  stock  in  which  it  is  sought  to  have  the  cor- 
poration cancel  certain  shares  standing  in  name  of  another  and  issue  certifi- 
cates therefor  to  plaintff,  the  corporation  is  a  necessary  party.  Crump  v. 
Thurber,  549. 
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3.  Such  corporations  as  Union  Padflc  Railway  Co.,  and  Texas  and  Pacific 
Railway  Co.,  created  by^  and  organized  under  Acts  of  Congress,  are  entitled, 
under  Act  of  March  3d,  1875,  to  remove  suits  against  them,  on  f>TOund  that 
they  are  suite  ''arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States."  Pacific  Rail- 
road Bern.  CaaeSf  550. 

4.  Where  assignment  of  cause  of  action  is  legal  and  valid,  fact  that  it  was 
made  for  express  purpose  of  depriving  defendant  of  right  to  remove  case  to 
Federal  court,  will  not  invalidate  it  or  entitle  defendant  to  removal.  Vitnont  v. 
Railway  Co,,  784. 

5.  In  action  for  damages  for  malicious  prosecution  of  previous  action,  where 
defendants  separate  in  their  answers,  one  party  of  them  cannot  claim  that  there 
is  a  controversy  wholly  between  themselves  and  plaintiffs,  such  as  is  contem- 
plated by  second  clause  of  sect.  2,  of  Act  of  March  3d,  1875.  Pirie  v.  Toedt^ 
5. 'SO.    See  ante,  1. 

6.  Where  bond  of  administrator  is  by  law  taken  to  state,  but  is  held  for 
security  of  persons  interested  in  estate  of  the  deceased,  suit  thereon,  so  far  as 
jurisdiction  of  United  States  Circuit  Court  is  concerned,  must  be  treated  as 
tlioagh  person  for  whose  use  suit  is  brought  was  alone  named  as  plaintiff. 
Maryland  v.  Baldwin,  216. 

7.  Sect.  8,  of  Act  of  March  3d,  1875,  prescribing  time  when  petition  for 
removal  may  be  filed,  &c.,  is  not  jurisdictional  but  formal ;  application  in  due 
time  and  proffer  of  proper  bond,  as  required  by  it,  may  be  waived,  either 
expressly  or  by  implication  ;  and  party  at  whose  instance  removal  has  been 
effected,*  is  estopped  from  objecting  that  application  therefor  was  too  late. 
Ayers  v.  Watson,  351. 

8.  Proceeding  in  state  court  against  administrator,  to  obtain  payment  of  debt 
due  by  decedent  in  his  lifetime,  is  removable  into  United  States  Court  when 
creditor  and  administrator  are  citizens  of  different  states,  notwithstanding  state 
statute  may  enact  that  such  claims  can  only  be  established  in  certain  state 
courts.    Hess  v.  Reynolds,  279. 

9.  Third  clause  of  sect.  639,  of  Rev.  Stat,  (authorizing  removals  on  ground 
of  prejudice  or  local  influence),  is  not  repealed  by  Act  of  March  3d,  1875.  Id* 

10.  Application  for  removal,  under  said  third  clause,  is  in  time  if  made 
before  trial  or  final  hearing  of  cause  in  state  court.  Id» 

REPLEVIN.    See  Guardian  and  Ward,  2. 

Cannot  be  maintained  for  mass  of  cotton  in  which  plaintiff's  has  been  inno- 
cently mixed  by  defendant,  nor  for  undivided  share.  It  must  be  first  separated 
and  capable  of  identification.    Hart  v.  Morton,  623. 

RESIDENCE.    See  Attachmbnt,  1. 

SALE.    See  Contract,  5. 

1.  Delivery  of  goods  on  sale  for  cash  is  not  necessarily  a  conditional  one,  for 
vendor  may  waive  the  conditions.  Whether  there  has  been  such  waiver  is 
question  of  fact.    Fuhhack  v.  Van  Dusen,  506,  and  note. 

2.  To  constitute  executed  contract  of  sale,  pledge  or  mortgage  of  goods,  some 
specific  property  must  be  appropriated  to  the  contract.  Jd. 

3.  Semble,  where  party  delivers  or  deposite  grain  with  another,  with  agree- 
ment, expressed  or  implied,  that  latter  may  use  and  dispose  of  it,  and  return 
equal  amount  of  other  grain  of  same  quality,  transaction  constitutes  a  sale  and 
not  a  bailment.  Id. 

4.  Pledge  by  warehouseman  without  segregation  from  uniform  mass.  Id, 

5.  Registered  bill  of  sale  of  personal  property  which  includes  stock  in  trade 
to  be  afterwards  acquired,  is  as  to  such  stock,  only  a  contract  to  assign  ;  vendee 
cannot  maintain  trover  for  the  property  against  Iwnajide  pledgee,  who  received 
such  goods  from  vendor  in  ordinary  course  of  business.  Joseph  v.  Lyons^  298, 
and  note, 

6.  In  al>sence  of  anything  to  lead  pledgee  to  believe  bill  of  sale  existed,  he  is 
not  chargeable  with  constructive  notice  by  reason  of  failure  to  inquire.  Id. 

7.  Of  saw-logs  piled  on  land  so  low  and  wet  that  it  was  impossible  to  remove 
them,  except  on  frozen  ground,  without  cost  exceeding  value  of  logs,  is  valid  as 
against  attaching  creditors,  without  change  of  possession.  Kingsley  v.  White,  750. 
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8.  But  if  change  of  possession  had  been  necessary,  held^  that  facts  that  ven- 
dor had  sold  and  conveyed  lot  to  third  party  by  deed  with  only  one  witness, 
that  snch  third  party,  vendor  and  purchaser,  with  his  attorney,  went  on  lot, 
and  marked  logs  with  purchaser's  initials,  third  party  agreeing  to  take  care  of 
them  fojr  him,  did  not  constitute  snfficient  change  of  possession,  as  it  was  not 
found — and  court  could  not  infer  it — that  third  party  was  in  open  visible  posses- 
sion of  lot.  Kingtley  v.  White^  750. 

9.  Where  proposition  to  sell  goods  is  sent  by  writing,  that,  by  mistake,  is  am- 
biguous, and  knowing  of  such  ambiguity,  receiver  of  writing,  claiming  an 
improbable  meaning  unreasonably  favorable  to  himself,  and  not  intended  or 
thought  of  by  sender,  and  without  notice  to  sender  or  inquiry  of  him  as  to  his 
intended  meaning,  orders  the  goods,  obtains  and  uses  them,  he  is  liable  to  seller 
for  their  value  as  if  no  proposition  had  been  sent.    Butler  v.  MoseM,  488. 

SCHOOL.    See  CoiiSTiTr TiONAL  Law,  1 3.    Ovtickb,  1,  2. 

1 .  Injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  reading  of  bible,  or  singing  of 
religious  songs,  in  school,  at  suit  of  tax-payer  whose  children  are  not  required 
to  be  present  during  such  exercises.    Moore  v.  Monroe^  252,  ami  note, 

2.  Sect.  1764  of  Iowa  Code,  providing  that  die  bible  shall  not  be  excluded 
from  any  school  or  institution,  nor  shall  any  pupil  be  required  to  read  it,  con- 
trary to  parent's  or  guardian's  wishes,  is  not  in  violation  of  article  in  Bill  of 
Rights,  providing:  '*Nor  shall  any  person  be  compelled  to  attend  any  place 
of  worship,  pay  *  *  *  taxes  *  ♦  *  for  building  or  repairing  places  of  wor- 
ship," Ac.  Id, 

3.  Power  of  school  boards,  generally.  Id. 

4.  Teacher  in  public  schools,  in  absence  of  rule  of  school  board,  has  right  to 
adopt  rule  to  prevent  his  pupils  using  profane  language,  fighting  or  quarrelling 
on  their  way  to  and  from  school,  and  may  punish  those  infringing  the  rule,  bj 
use  of  rod.    Deskins  v.  Goss,  663,  and  note. 

5.  Regulation  that  each  scholar,  when  returning  after  recess,  shall  bring  into 
school-room,  stick  of  wood  for  fire,  is  not  **  needful"  for  government,  &c.,  of 
schools  ;  and  scholar  cannot  be  suspended  for  refusal  to  comply  with  such  ng- 
nlation.    Slate  v.  Board  of  Education^  601,  and  note. 

SEAL.    See  Aoent,  2.    Bills  and  Notes,  8.    Cobporatiom,  29. 

SET-OFF.    See  Husband  and  Wife,  21. 

1.  Decree  in  admiralty  on  libel  for  damages  may  be  set  off  against  judg- 
ment recovered  in  state  court,  parties  in  two  suits  being  the  same.  Sdkmtz  v. 
Keametf,  751. 

2.  Where  suit  was  brought  on  physician's  account  for  services  and  medicine, 
it  might  be  pleaded  that  he  did  not  do  his  work  skilfully,  or  plea  of  recoup- 
ment might  be  filed,  springing  out  of  contract ;  but  plea  of  set-ofl^,  based  on 
tort  in  giving  defendant  too  large  a  dose  of  medicine,  which  injured  him  to 
amount  of  $200,  was  improper,  even  if  defendant  was  insolvent.  McLeroy  v. 
Sewdl,  149. 

3.  Maker  of  separate  note  in  suit  may,  in  equity,  set  oflT  joint  note  of  plain- 
tiff and  another  who  are  both  insolvent.  Holder  of  note  who  took  it  after 
maturity  holds  it  subject  to  every  objection,  including  equitable  se^of^,  to  which 
it  was  subject  in  hands  of  his  assignor.  Merger  of  debt  into  judgment  is  not 
so  perfect  in  equity  as  to  preclude  judgment  creditor  from  resorting  to  original 
demand  and  relations  of  parties  to  it,  to  enable  him  to  disclose  and  assert  equit- 
able set-off*.    Baker  v.  Kinsey^  216. 

SHIPPING.    See  Master  and  Sebtant,  1. 

If  hull  and  spars  of  vessel  a/e  completed  at  one  port,  and  sufikient  rigging 
is  put  on  her,  and  sufficient  cargo  for  ballast  is  taken,  to  enable  her  to  go  to 
another  port,  where  materials .  necessary  to  rigging  and  equipment  of  vessel, 
and  first  put  upon  her,  are  procured,  materials  so  furnished  at  latter  port  are 
furnished  in    construction"  of  vessel.    McDoncUd  v.  The  NiwUntSj  279. 

SLANDER  AND  LIBEL. 

I .  Candidate  for  public  office,  conferred  by  popular  election,  puts  his  char- 
acter in  issuer  so  far  as  respects  his  qualifications  for  office  ;  and  whatever  per- 
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tains  thereto  is  legitimate  subject  for  discussion  and  comment,  which  must,  how- 
ever, be  confined  to  truth,  or  what,  in  good  faith  and  upon  probable  cause,  is 
believed  to  be  true.    Expregu  Co,  y.  Ccpeiand^  640,  and  note. 

2.  In  suits  for  libel,  wlien  defendant  bas  asserted  several  inconsistent  picas  in 
his  answer,  inter  aliUf  one  justifying  by  asserting  truth  of  alleged  libellous  matter, 
failure  to  establish  such  plea  is  not  to  be  taken  as  tending  to  establish  malice, 
and  to  aggravate  injury  done  defendant.  Id, 

3.  In  action  of  slander  petition  charged  defendant  with  having  npoken  certain 
false,  malicious,  and'  defamatory  words  concerning  plaintiff,  while  giving  his 
testimony  before  court  having  jurisdiction  of  subject-matter  then  on  trial,  in 
answer  to  interrogatories  put  to  him.  Upon  demurrer,  held^  Ist.  That  court  will 
presume,  in  absence  of  averment  to  contrary,  that  answers  of  witness  were 
within  scope  of  inquiry  pertinent  to  issue  on  trial,  and  that  they  were  believed 
by  witness  to  be  true.  2d.  That  upon  statements  of  petition  and  presumptions 
arising  therefrom,  witness  was  absolutely  privileged.    LileM  v.  Goiton^  351. 

4.  Certain  citizens  presented  to  their  town  council  request  that  K.  might  be 
removed  from  office  of  constable  because,  firstly,  said  K.  is  a  man  utterly  devoid 
of  principle,  and  uses  his  office  more  for  the  purpose  of  wreaking  his  personal 
spite  than  for  the  peace  and  harmony  of  the  community  ;  secondly,  said  K.xis 
wholly  ignorant  of  the  duties  of  his  office ;  thirdly,  said  K.  has  at  various  times 
heretofore  maliciously  and  wickedly  assaulted  and  arrested  sundry  persons  who 
were  entirely  innocent  of  the  charges  against  them.'*  Held^  that  statements 
were  not  such  as,  if  proved  untrue,  to  imply  actual  malice.  Kent  v.  Borgartz, 
683. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE.    See  Equity,  7,  8. 

1.  When,  on  decree  for,  defendant  is  in  contempt  for  refusal  to  perform, 
court  may  establish  contract  as  if  it  had  been  executed,  and  enjoin  and  restrain 
defendant  from  denying  its  execution  and  deliveiy.  Wharton  v.  Stouienburghy 
351. 

2.  Such  decree  may  be  without  notice,  but  defendant  has  righc  of  appeal.  Id, 

3.  Decreed  against  vendor's  sole  devisee  in  case  of  parol  contract  for  sale  of 
land,  when  vendee,  with  assent  of  vendor,  took  open,  actual  possession  of 
premises  in  pursuance  of  agreement,  made  permanent  erections  thereon,  promptly 
paid  taxes  assessed  thereon  to  him  by  direction  of  vendor  and  substantially  per- 
formed his  agreement.    Woodbury  v.  Gardiner^  804. 

STATUTE.    See  CoirsTiTUTioirAL Law,  9,  10,  29,  32.    Evidence,  22. 

1 .  Maj  be  repealed  by  implication  by  subsequent  act  covering  whole  ground. 
Brother  v.  Smithy  422. 

2.  In  construing  statute,  punctuation  may  aid,  but  does  not  control,  unless 
other  means  fail,  and  may  be  changed  or  disregarded.   Albright  v.  Payne^  351. 

3.  It  is  duty  of  courts  to  take  judicial  cognisance  of  public  local  laws, 
within  sphere  of  their  operation,  equally  with  public  generail  laws.  Slyner  v. 
Maryland^  351. 

4.  '*May'*  means  "shall'*  wherever  rights  of  public  or  third  persons 
depend  upon  exercise  of  power,  or  performance  of  duty  to  which  it  refers. 
James  v.  Dexter^  624. 

STOCK.    See  Corporation,  1,  2,  11,  14-17,  89.   Tax  and  Taxation,  2,  3. 

STREET.    See  Action,  16,  17.   Constitutional  Law,  19-21.  Higuwats, 
BTC.  Municipal  Corporation,  4.   Nboligbnce,  9,  10. 

SUBROGATION.    See  Bank,  3.    Mortoaoe,  19. 

1.  Where  land  owner,  to  save  his  land,  pays  note  secured  by  deed  of  trust 
executed  by  former  owner,  upon  which  he  is  not  legally  liable,  he  is  subrogated 
to  rights  of  holder  as  against  maker.   AUen  v.  Dermott,  216. 

2.  Rule  that  where  one  of  two  joint  sureties  holds  collateral  other  is  entitled 
to  share  in  it,  does  not  apply  where  sureties  are  on  separate  bonds  to  secure 
faithful  discharge  of  principal's  duty  in  different  capacities,  first  as  guardian 
of  insane  ward,  and  then  on  ward's  death,  as  administrator  of  her  estate, 
when  collateral  was  not  given  as  security  for  signing  bond,  but  for  signing  as 
surety  certain  bank-notes ;  although  after  it  was  claimed  that  principal  was 
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in  default,  sureties  entered  into  written  agreement  to  join  in  defence  and  shore 
equally  in  liability  ;  and  defendant  realized  more  out  of  collaterals  than  be  was 
compelled  to  pay  on  said  notes.   Sowen     Johnson,  751. 

SUNDAY.    See  Ckiiuioir  Carbisb,  24,  25.   Highwats,  etc.,  5. 

1.  Contracts  made  on  Sunday  are  not  void  on  moral  grounds,  but  because 
of  the  penalty  inflicted  by  statute.   Swum  r,  jSuxrim,  378,  and  note. 

2.  When  by  laws  of  state,  large  class  of  citizens  may  lawfully  labor,  etc., 
on  Sunday,  it  is  not,  in  legal  sense,  against  public  policy  of  such  state,  nor 
shocking  to  moral  sense  of  its  people,  for  its  courts  to  enforce  contract  made 
on  that  day  in  another  state,  and  valid  by  law  of  that  state.  Id. 

3.  Such  contract  will  be  enforced  by  courts  of  state,  by  laws  of  which  it 
would  be  void.  Id. 

4.  The  only  admissible  evidence  of  public  policy  of  state  are  its  constitu- 
tion, laws  and  judicial  decisions.  Id, 

5.  Publication  of  ordinances  with  respect  to  street  improvement,  in  news- 
paper of  general  circulation,  in  accordance  with  statute,  is  valid,  although 
such  newspaper  is  only  published  on  Sunday.  Hastings  v.  City,  352. 

6.  Contract  of  sale  made  on  Sunday  is  void ;  but  parties  may,  on  subse- 
quent week  day,  affirm  or  adopt  its  terms,  as  by  payment  and  receipt  of 
purchase-money,  and  so  become  bound  by  them.  Demand  of  payment  on 
week  day  would  compel  purchaser  to  adopt  contract  or  insist  on  its  invalidity. 
McKinney  v.  Denby,  422. 

SURETY.  See  Guarantt,  I.  Interest,  I.  Mortgage,  6.  Scbrogatiov, 
2.    Usurt,  3. 

1.  Extension  for  definite  time  given  on  principal  note,  to  which  the  note  on 
which  sureties  are  liable  is  collateral,  without  their  consent,  discharges  them. 
Slagle  v.  Ihw,  624. 

2.  Of  receiver  in  chancery  concluded  in  suit  at  law  on  bond,  by  amount 
found  due  on  account  taken  in  chancery,  he  having  by  due  notice  had  oppor- 
tunity to  intervene  in  taking  of  such  account.    Ball  v.  CkanceUor,  687. 

3.  On  official  bond  of  city  clerk,  who  by  city  charter  is  also  ex  officio  register 
of  licenses  of  city,  liable  for  embezzlement  by  him  of  license  fees.  Van  Valken- 
hergh  v.  Mat/or^  687. 

4.  Orators  were  sureties  on  note,  and  defendant  payee.  Principal  attempted 
to  induce  payee  to  accept  his  own  note  secured  by  mortgage  on  lot  of  land 
owned  by  him  in  lien  of  said  note ;  and  payee  took  mortgage  into  his  possession, 
and  agreed  to  exchange,  if  on  examination  he  should  find  title  clear  of  encum- 
brance. On  being  informed  by  town  clerk  that  there  was  undischarged  mort- 
gage on  land,  he  refused  to  exchange,  and  returned  mortgage  to  principal, 
although  surety  requested  him  to  hold  it.  It  turned  out  afterwards  that  land  was 
clear.    Held,  that  surety  was  not  released.    Adams  v.  Dutton,  751. 

5.  Wise  needed  money.  Willard  agreed  to  endorse  his  note  to  S.  for  $2700, 
at  four  months,  if  Wise  and  wife  would  make  to  him  their  note  for  $3000,  at 
four  months,  secured  by  mortgage  on  wife's  land  ;  he  to  hold  and  use  said 
mortgage  to  protect  himself  against  loss  and  expense  because  of  said  endorse- 
ment. Neither  note  was  paid  at  maturity.  Mortgage  note  was  never  extended, 
but  other  note  was  renewed  by  agreement  of  parties  to  it  for  valuable  consider- 
ation. It  remained  unpaid,  and  Willard  sued  Wise  and  wife  on  mortgage  note. 
She  set  up  extension  of  $2700  note  as  release  of  her  property.  Held,  as  Wil- 
lard made  no  extension  of  mortgage  note,  he  did  not  lose  his  right  to  enforce 
mortgage.    Wise  v.  Willard,  624. 

TAX  AND  TAXATION.  See  Constitutiowal  Law,  1,  14,  15,  22,  23,  27, 
28,30,33.  Corporation,  20.  Ejectment,!.  Injunction,  .r  Munici- 
pal Corporation,  1,  2,  15.    National  Bank.    Possession,  3. 

1.  Exemption  from,  granted  to  railroad,  is  personal  privilege,  incapable  of 
transfer,  and  does  not  pass  to  purchaser  of  road  under  mortgage.  Lost  in  this 
case  by  consolidation.    Railroad  Co.  v.  Berry,  422. 

2.  Under  Vermont  statute  stock  of  non-resident  stockholders  of  corporation 
located  in  that  state  may  be  legally  set  in  list  of  town  in  which  corporation  has 
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TAX  AND  TAXATION. 

its  principal  place  of  business  ;  and  corporation  compelled  hy  mandamus  to  pay 
taxes  assessed  upon  such  stock.    St.  Alhan$  v.  NaU  Car  Co.f  624. 

3.  Statute  authorizing  such  taxation,  and  allowing  corporation  to  deduct 
taxes  thus  paid  from  dividends,  is  constitutional.  Jd. 

4.  When  charter  is  taken  subject  to  future  legislation,  it  may  be  modified  not 
only  by  special  amendments,  but  also  by  general  law.  Jd. 

5.  Only  those  individuals  who  can  use  city  sewers  should  be  specially  taxed 
for  their  construction  or  maintenance,  and  each  in  proportion  to  the  benefits  he 
might  indiridually  receive.    Gilmore  v.  Uertig^  279. 

6.  In  such  cases,  before  special  taxes  can  be  made  a  fixed  and  permanent 
charge  upon  property  of  such  individuals,  they  must  have  notice,  with  oppor- 
tunity to  contest  validity  and  fairness  of  such  taxes ;  but  notice  need  not  be 
personally  served  or  given  before  taxes  are  levied,  nor  need  the  proceeding  be 
judicial.  Id. 

TELEGRAPH.    See  Contract,  2,  3. 

1.  Company  liable  for  loss  naturally  following  failure  to  transmit  message 
promptly  and  correctly,  although  it  was  in  cipher  or  otherwise  unintelligible- 
Hart  y.  Telegraph  Co.,  320,  and  note.    But  see  same  case,  604. 

2.  Stipulation  in  telegraph  blank  that  company  shall  not  be  liable  for  mis- 
takes or  delays  in  transmission  or  delivery,  or  for  non-delivery  of  any  unre- 
pcated  message,  whether  happening  by  negligence  of  its  servants  or  otlierwisc, 
beyond  amount  received  for  sending  same,  is  void  for  want  of  consideration. 
Id.    Reversed,  604.    See  also  Clement  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  328,  and  note, 

3.  Company  cannot  stipulate  against  liability  for  its  own  negligence ;  it  is 
exempt  only  for  errors  arising  from  causes  beyond  its  control,  and  burden 
of  showing  such  exemption  rests  upon  it.  Bart  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  320,  and 
note.    Reversed,  604. 

4.  Although  telegraph  blank  is  not  used,  if  sender  is  aware  of  company's 
conditions,  he  is  bound  thereby.    Clement  v.  Telegraph  Co.,  328,  and  note. 

5.  In  suit  for  damages  for  not  delivering  cable  message  within  reasonable 
time,  copy  message  written  by  operator  at  point  of  destination  and  eventually 
delivered,  was  admissible,  without  producing  original,  there  being  no  claim  that 
message  delivered  differed  from  what  was  sent.    Tel.  Co.  t.  Faiman,  U9. 

6.  Where  ship  broker,  whose  office  was  near  that  of  telegraph  company,  had 
sent  other  messages  by  cable  through  such  company,  and  cipher  message  from 
Liverpool  was  sent  to  him,  tlicrc  was  enough  to  put  company  on  notice  that  it 
was  a  matter  of  important  commercial  business,  and  required  reasonable  and 
ordinary  despatch  in  delivery  ;  and  party  injured  by  failure  to  use  such  despatch 
would  not  be  limited  to  nominal  damages.  Id. 

7.  Telegraph  companies  and  common  carriers  are  not  identical  as  regards 
notice,  or  notice  of  value  of  despatch.  Id. 

8.  If  company  receives  cipjicr  despatch,  and  undertakes  to  deliver  it  for 
money  paid,  it  is  their  duty  to  make  such  delivery  within  reasonable  time  ;  where 
message  by  cable  was  received  at  10.24  and  not  delivered  until  11.5$  to  office, 
within  five  minutes  walk,  jury  were  warranted  in  finding  unreasonable  delay. 
Id. 

9.  Where  hy  reason  of  failure  to  deliver  message,  ship  bn>ker,  to  whom  mes- 
sage was  directed,  lost  contract,  recovery  of  his  commissions  was  proper. 
Id. 

TELEPHONE.    See  Evidbnce,  18. 

1.  Is  a  common  carrier  and  must  fuminh  equal  facilities  to  all ;  may  be  com- 
pelled so  to  do  by  mandamus.    State  v.  Telephone  Co.,  262. 

2.  Having  removed  telephone  because  of  a  disputed  bill  which  subscriber 
refused  to  .pay,  company  cannot  afterwards,  on  that  account,  refuse  to  admit 
alleged  delinquent  as  subscriber.  Id, 

3.  A.,  Massachusetts  corporation,  and  owner  of  patent  on  telephone,  licensed 
B.,  Missouri  corporation,  to  do  telephone  business  of  St.  Louis,  upon  condition 
that  B.  should  not  connect  with  any  telegraph  company  unless  specially  author- 
ized by  A.  A.  permitted  B.  to  establish  connection  with  Western  Union  Tele- 
graph Co.    Thereafter  B.  &.  O.  Tel.  Co.  applied  for  mandamus  to  compel  B. 
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TELEPHONE. 

to  permit  telephonic  commniiication  between  it  and  petitioner.  A.  watt  not 
made  a  party.  Heid^  that  petitioner  was  entitled  to  relief  asked.  £.  ^  O.  Co. 
V.  Bell  Co.,  573,  and  note. 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON.    Sec  Frauds,  Statutb  op,  3,  4. 

1 .  One  tenant  in  common  is  not  entitled  to  recover  from  his  co-tenant  con- 
tribution in  respect  of  repairs,  although  reasonable  and  necessary,  done  to  the 
common  property.  Proper  remedy  is  by  partition  suit,  in  which  conrt  will  take 
into  account  all  proper  expenditure  upon  the  property.  Ldgh  t.  Dickeson^  499, 
and  note. 

2.  Defendant  waa  assignee  of  lease  granted  by  plaintiff  of  undirided  three- 
fourths  of  certain  premises  to  which  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  tenant  in  common 
with  another.  During  lease  the  defendant  purchased  the  one-fourth  interest  of 
plaintiff's  co-tenant.  On  expiration  of  lease  defendant  continued  in  occupation 
of  above  three-fourths  as  tenant  at  sufferance  to  plaintiff.  Held,  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  use  and  occupation  by  defendant  of  undi- 
vided three-fourths.  Id. 

TORT.  See  AcTiOK,  16.  Assionkent,  1.  Conflict  op  Laws,  I.  Coksti- 
TUTIONAL  Law,  3S.  Cokpobatiok,  3,  SI,  27.  Forxsr  Becoybrt,  3. 
Husband  and  Wipe,  28.    Pleading,  5,  6.    Set-ofp,  2. 

1.  Any  one  owning  or  keeping  an  animal  that  he  knows  to  be  of  ferodons 
disposition,  accustomed  to  attack  or  bite  mankind,  is  bound  to  restrain  such 
animal  at  his  peril.    Twigg  v.  Rylandy  191,  and  note. 

2.  Allowing  dog  to  be  kept  on  his  premises  docs  not  render  owner  liable  for 
injuries  inflicted  by  dog  away  from  premises,  if  such  owner  did  not  own  or  have 
control  of  dog.  Id. 

3.  To  charge  defendant  he  must  be  shown  to  have  knowledge  that  the  animal 
is  inclined  to  do  particular  kind  of  mischief  that  has  been  done.  Onus  is  on 
plaintiff  to  prove  knowledge  of  vicious  propensities  if  animal  be  of  domestic 
nature,  but  otherwise  if  it  is  of  a  wild  nature.  Id. 

4.  Knowledge  of  servant  or  wife  is  not  knowledge  of  owner  or  keeper,  un- 
less it  be  a  servant  wlio  has  general  charge  of  the  animal.  Id. 

5.  J.,  who  was  injured  by  negligence  of  defendant  railroad  company,  assigned 
his  claim  for  damages  to  V.,  wlio  executed  agreement  in  which,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  assignment,  he  agreed  to  dispose  of  amount  realized  on  claim  as  fol- 
lows :  To  retain  for  himself  $50  and  his  advances  ;  next,  to  pay  the  fees  of 
attorneys  and  agents  employed  to  prosecute  said  claim,  and  to  pay  the  balance 
to  J.  Ueld,  that  the  cause  of  action  was  assignable ;  that  assignment  and 
agreement  did  not  constitute  barratty,  champerty  or  maintenance ;  and  that  Y. 
was  entitled  to  maintain  the  action  in  his  own  name.  ViMmont  v.  Railway  Co., 
724,  and  note.    See  also  Gates  v.  Railroad,  743. 

6.  In  such  action,  even  if  it  should  appear  that  assignment  was  colorable  and 
fraudulent,  assignor  need  not  be  made  party  to  action.  Id. 

TRADE.    See  Contract,  7. 

TREATY.    See  International  Law. 

TRESPASS.    See  Action,  I.    Damages,  8.    Equity,  17.   Fixtukbs,  2. 
Negligence,  38.    Trover,  5,  6. 

1.  Landlord  cannot  maintain,  for  injury  to  premises  let  done  by  tenant  during 
tenancy.    His  remedy  is  trespass  on  the  case.    Carroll  v.  Rigney,  804. 

2.  Entry  upon  premises  bv  railway  company  and  constrnrtion  of  railroad  over 
same,  which  is  no  injury  to  inheritance,  under  verbal  license  of  life  tenant,  n 
not  a  trespass  or  unlawful  entry.  Remainderman  cannot  bring  trespass  or 
ejectment.    Railroad  v.  Goodwin,  280. 

TRIAL.    Sec  Evidence,  5,  6. 

1 .  In  action  for  personal  injuries  court  may  at  trial  direct  plaintiff  to  submit 
to  personal  examination  by  defendants'  physicians.  White  v.  Railroad  Co.,  150. 

2.  Jury  are  to  find  what  words  were  used  and  their  meaning,  when  oral  bar- 
gain is  made.  But  court  may  inform  jury  what  interpretations  of  language  used 
would  be  permissible.    Connor  v.  Gilee,  80. 
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TRIAL. 

S.  There  must  be  more  than  a  scintilla  of  evidence  to  take  case  to  jury. 
Connor  t.  Giles,  80. 

4.  Instruction  authorizing  jury,  in  determining  issue,  to  infer  Avhat  was  the 
fact  from  the  evidence,  or  from  such  personal  knowledge  as  you  may  have  in 
relation  to  matters  of  this  kind/*  is  erroneous.    Douglass  v.  Trask,  804. 

5.  Sealed  verdict  is  not  final  but  within  control  of  jury  until  actually  ren- 
dered in  court  and  recorded,  and  up  to  that  time  any  juryman  may  withdraw 
his  consent.  It  should  be  presented  by  full  jury  in  open  court,  so  that  jury  may 
be  poUed.    Bishop  v.  Aiugler,  280. 

6.  It  is  in  discretion  of  court  to  limit  time  to  be  occupied  by  counsel  in 
addressing  jury,  and  unless  discretion  is  so  exercised  as  practically  to  deny  to 
accused  constitutional  right  to  have  assistance  of  counsel,  it  is  not  error.  Sul- 
livan T.  Statpy  687. 

TROVER.    See  Bailment,  4,  5.    Bankruptcy.   Bill  of  Lading.    Sals,  5. 

1.  Title  to  property  does  not  pass  when  possession  is  obtained  by  fraud. 
McCriUU  T.  Allen,  752. 

2.  Refusal  to  deliver  prima  facie  evidence  of  conversion.  Singer  Co.  v.  King, 
48,  and  note.    See  also,  State  v.  Stevenson,  80. 

3.  Bailee  or  servant  entitled  to  reasonable  time  to  ascertain  ownership  ;  but 
his  acting  on  order  of  principal  and  having  no  personal  interest,  will  not  further 
protect  him.  Id. 

4.  Bees  are  animals  ferce  natura,  and  until  reclaimed  are  owned  ratione  soli, 
Rexroth  v.  Coon,  687. 

5.  Trespasser  obtaining  possession  of  animals  ferce  natures,  gains  no  title. 
Id. 

6.  A.,  without  B.'s  permission,  put  upon  tree  on  B.'s  land  empty  box  for 
bees  to  hive  in.  Box  remained  there  more  than  two  years,  when  C.  took  box 
down,  took  out  swarm  of  bees  and  replaced  box.  A.,  after  demand  upon  C, 
brought  trover  for  value  of  bees,  honey  and  honey-comb.  Held,  that  action 
could  not  be  maintained.  Id. 

TRUST  AND  TRUSTEE.  See  Action,  10.  Assignment,  10.  Corpora- 
tion, 15.  Executors  AND  Administrators,  I.  Guaranty,  2.  Power. 
Railroad,  6,  7.    Will,  7,  8. 

1.  Orphans'  Court  has  power  to  open  decree  settling  intermediate  account  of 
trustees,  in  which  it  appears  that  commissions  were  allowed  in  excess  of  sum 
fixed  by  statute.    Jackson  v.  Reynolds,  352. 

2.  When  trust  property  is  to  be  managed  according  to  **  best  judgment  '*  of 
trustees,  their  discretion  and  not  that  of  the  court  has  been  confided  in  ;  court 
can  only  interfere  when  it  is  not  exercised  in  good  faith.  Veazie  v.  Forsaith,  80. 

3.  S.,  wife  of  B.,  joined  with  him  in  deed  to  H.  of  land  of  B.,  in  trust  for 
use  of  8.  during  life,  and  at  any  time  to  convey  to  such  person  as  S.  might 
request  in  writing,  with  written  consent  of  B.  Afterwards  B.  made  deed  of 
land  to  W.,  in  which  H.  did  not  join,  and  in  which  B.  was  only  grantor,  and 
S.  was  not  described  as  party,  but  which  was  si^mcd,  sealed  and  acknowledged 
by  S.  Held,  that  this  deed  did  not  convey  legal  title,  and  was  not  made  in  exe- 
cution of  power  reserved  to  S.    Batchelor  v.  Brereton,  1 50. 

4.  Employees  as  Fiduciaries  of  their  Employers,  425. 

ULTRA  VIRES.    See  Corporation,  3. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE.    See  Equity,  21.    Will,  4. 

UNITED  STATES.  See  Constitutional  Law,  25,  26.  Negotiable  Instru- 
ment. 

1.  Value  of  foreign  coins,  as  ascertained  by  director  of  mint,  and  proclaimed 
by  secretary  of  treasury,  on  January  1st  in  each  year,  in  accordance  with  Sect. 
3564  Rev.  Stat.  U.  S.,  is  conclusive  upon  custom-house  officers  and  importers. 
Hodden  v.  Merritt,  688. 

2.  It  is  duty  of  land  department,  of  which  secretary  of  interior  is  head,  to 
determine  whetlier  land  patented  to  settler  is  of  class  subject  to  settlement  under 
pre-emption  laws,  and  his  judgment  is  not  open  to  contest  by  mere  intruder 
without  title,  in  action  at  law  brought  by  patentee  to  recover  possession.  Ehr- 
hardt  V.  Hogaboon,  550. 
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UNITED  STATES. 

3.  Pre-emption  lews  of,  imply  a  residence  on  the  land  both  OQaCinnons  and 
personal ;  though  settler  may  be  excused  for  temporary  absences,  caascd  by 
well-founded  apprehensions  of  violence,  by  sickness,  by  presence  of  epidemic, 
by  judicial  compulsion  or  by  engagement  in  military  or  naval  service,  or  other 
like  reason.    Bofal  v.  Z>i//a,  422. 

4.  SberifTs  sale  of  certain  buildings  and  lot,  under  judgments  on  mechan- 
ics* liens  dating  before  but  filed  after  seizure  of  buildings  for  forfeiture  under 
internal  revenue  laws  of  United  States,  which  forfeiture  proceedings  were  also 
conducted  to  a  sale,  is  void  because  based  upon  proceedings  instituted  while  the 
reM  was  in  exclusive  custodv  and  control  of  United  States  Cottrt.  Heidritter  v. 
Oilcloth  Co.,  150. 

5.  Semble,  that  the  mechanics'  lien  creditors  might  have  commenced  their 
actions,  so  far  as  that  step  was  necessary  to  preserve  their  lien,  without  prejudice 
to  jurisdiction  of  United  States  Court.  Jd. 

UNITED  STATES  COURTS.    Sec  Eftsons  and  Appealb,  .1,  4.  Mckicipal 
Corporation,  M.   Plbadino,  4.    Remotalof  Causes. 

1 .  State  statute  forbidding  physicians  to  disclose  professional  communications, 
obligatory  on.    Int.  Co.  v.  Tnut  Co.,  55. 

2.  Sect.  721  of  Rev.  Stat.,  declaring  that  laws  of  several  states,  except 
where  constitution,  &c.,  of  United  States  otherwise  require,  **  shall  he  regarded 
as  rules  of  decision,  in  trials  at  common  law  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States," 
relates  to  nature  and  principles  of  evidence,  and  also  to  competency  of  wit- 
nesses. Id. 

3.  A  United  States  court  having  obtained  jurisdiction  on  ground  of  citizen- 
ship of  creditor's  bill,  will  not  Iosr  it  because  of  citizenship  of  others  added  as 
plaintiffs.  Other  creditors  coming  in  under  such  bill  can  either  become  co- 
coroplainants,  or  appear  before  master  under  decree  ordering  reference  to  prove 
claims.   Stewart  v.  Lhinham,  550. 

4.  Bill  was  filed  by  H.  B.  in  his  capacity  as  president  of  tlie  New  Orleans 
National  Bank,"  against  citizen  of  Louisiana,  and  defendant*  on  appeal, 
assigned  as  error  want  of  proper  citizenship  to  give  United  States  Circuit 
Court  jurisdiction.  Upon  inspection  of  whole  record  it  appeared  that  suit  had 
been  treated  as  suit  of  bank.  Held,  that  defendant  on  final  hearing,  in  order 
to  defeat  jurisdiction,  could  not  assert,  for  first  time,  that  B.  and  not  the  bank, 
was  complainant.   Fortier  v.  Bank^  150. 

USURY. 

1.  In  case  of  three  separate  loans  the  note  given  at  time  of  second  and  third 
loans  embraced  the  amount  previously  loaned  and  usurious  interest.  Held,  in 
action  to  foreclose  mortgage  given  to  secure  payment  of  last  note,  all  illegal 
interest  should  be  deducted.   Seals  v.  Lewis,  488. 

2.  Party  not  injuriously  aflfected  by  usurious  transaction  cannot  set  it  up. 
So  if  party  sells  land  subject  to  mortgage  given  to  secure  debt,  with  usury 
reserved,  and  purchaser  assumes  payment  of  debt  as  part  of  purchase-money, 
such  purchaser  or  those  claiming  under  him,  cannot  interpose  defence  of  usury 
to  bill  to  foreclose  mortgage.   Stiger  v.  Bent,  280. 

3.  Where  principal  debtor  conveyed  land  to  surety  to  indemnify  him  against 
loss,  and,  afler  debt  has  been  reduced  to  judgment  and  levy  made,  surety  paid 
off  execution,  and  thereupon  brought  ejectment  against  principid  to  recover 
land,  it  was  no  defence  to  allege  usury  in  contract  between  principal  and 
original  creditors.   Maples  v.  Cox,  352. 

4.  The  P.  L.  Co.  held  three  mortgages  made  by  D.  of  diflferent  dates.  Usu- 
rious interest  was  paid  on  two  elder  mortgages,  and  aggregate  amount  of  pay- 
ments exceeded  amount  of  principal  wth  legal  interest  thereon.  More  than 
three  years  after  last  payments  thereon.,  D.  filed  bill  for  redemption  of  all  three 
mortgages,  and  for  an  account,  and  asked  that  amount  overpaid  on  first  two 
mortgages  should  be  applied  in  reduction  of  third.  On  limitations  pleaded  in 
bar  of  right  to  account,  held,  that  it  being  conceded  that  there  had  been  appli- 
cation of  payments  already  made  by  agreement  of  parties  to  first  two  mortgages, 
those  payments  could  not  by  mere  operation  of  law  be  afterwards  transferred 
to  subsequent  debt  created  by  last  mortgage.    Dickey  v.  Land  Co.,  752. 

5.  Rule  of  application  of  payments  stated.  Id. 
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VENDOR  AND  VENDEE.    See  Mohtoaob,  21.    Salb,  f. 

VERDICT.    Sec  Damaobs,  2.    Trial,  5. 

VESSEL. 

JoiDt  owDer  of,  cannot  maintain  action  against  co-owner  for  oonyersion  thereof, 
except  in  case  of  total  destruction,  or  something  eqaivalent  thereto,  through  fault 
of  such  co-owner.  That  co-owner  has  negligently  damaged  vessel,  or  run  it 
into  debt  and  created  liens  upon  it  beyond  its  value,  is  not  sufficient.  Alder- 
son  Y.  Schulzej  752. 

WAGES.    See  Assionmbnt,  2. 

WAIVER.    See  Insurance,  6,  25.    Mortoaqb,  4.  Pobbbssion,  1.  Removal 
OF  Causes,  7. 

WAREHOUSEMAN.    See  Common  Carrier,  5.    Sale,  3,  4. 
WARRANTY.    See  Corporation,  29.  Inburancb,  26. 
WASTE.    See  Injunction,  2. 

WATERS  AND  WATER-COURSES.  See  Constitutional  Law,  14. 

1.  Rural  landowner  has  no  right  to  put  up  such  artificial  barrierB  as  will  flood 
his  neighbor's  land  with  surface  water,  that  would  otherwise  escape  over  his 
own,  for  mere  purpose  of  reclaiming  bed  of  pond  that  had  always  been  on  his 
own  premises.    Boi^     Conklin,  305,  and  note. 

2.  There  is  no  property  in  underground  water  percolating  in  unknown  chan- 
nels, but  every  landowner  has  unlimited  right  of  appropriating  such  water  in  its 
natural  state  by  lawful,  even  if  artificial  means,  and  can  maintain  action  against 
and  enjoin  anyone  interfering  with  that  right  by  contaminating  the  water. 
Ballard  v.  Tomlinsan^  634,  and  note. 

3.  Mill-owner  upon  floatable  river  need  not  provide  public  way  for  passage 
of  logs  over  his  dam,  better  than  would  be  afforded  by  natural  condition  of 
river  unobstructed  by  his  mills.    PBarson  v.  Bol/e^  151. 

4.  Whenever  river  with  mills  upon  it  is  floatable,  and  mill-owner  and  those 
who  want  to  float  logs  are  desirous  of  using  water  at  same  time,  all  parties  are 
entitled  to  reasonable  use  of  common  boom  ;  right  of  passage  is  puperior  but 
not  excessive  or  exclusive  :  what  is  reasonable  use  is  question  of  fact  depending 
upon  all  the  circumstances.  Jd. 

WAY. 

1.  Existence  of  public  way  may  be  established  by  evidence  of  uninterrupted 
user  by  public  for  twenty  years.    Thmuu  v.  Ford,  805. 

2.  At  common  law,  however ,  principle  of  presumptive  dedication,  or  quasi 
prescription,  does  not  apply  to  give  rise  to  right  in  general  public  to  use  land 
of  individual  on  navigable  river,  as  public  landing,  and  place  of  deposit  of  wood 
and  other  articles  for  indefinite  time.  Id, 

3.  Owner  has  full  dominion  and  control  over  land  over  which  is  ordinary 
highway,  subject  to  easement  in  public.  Id. 

4.  Railway  company  which  has  entered  upon  land  under  license  from  owner, 
and  constructed  its  road,  cannot  plead  such  license  as  defence  to  action  of  tres; 
pass  quare  daumm  f regit ^  for  running  its  trains  over  said  land,  brought  by  owner 
thereof.  A  riglit  of  way  can  be  acquired  in  Maryland,  only  by  deed  duly  exe- 
cuted and  recorded,  as  provided  by  statute.    Railroad  v.  Alffire,  805. 

5.  Where  railway  company  has  built  road  on  faith  of  owner's  license,  which 
he  subsequently  revokes,  court  of  equity  will  restrain  him  from  interfering  with 
railway  company  in  use  and  enjoyment  of  right  of  way  pending  proceedings  to 
have  same  condemned.  Id. 

WILL.    See  Frauds,  Statute  of,  9.    Eusband  and  Wijpb,  10.  Insurance, 
18. 

1 .  Under  statute  requiring  that  will  shall  be  attested  and  subscribed  in  pre- 
sence of  testator,  witness  must  actually  sign  ifa  testator's  presence.  Pawtucket 
v.  Bal/ott,  805. 

2.  Where  devise  is  made  to  class  of  persons  not  named,  as    heirs  at  law,'* 
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WILL. 

the  estate  will  be  divided  among  the  heirs  as  in  case  of  intestacy.  K«Ueif  t. 
Vigas,  551. 

S.  Statute  which  provides  for  ante  mortem  probate  of  will  is  inoprratire  and 
void.    Uo^  Y.  Wiaifne  Circuit  Judpe^  790,  and  note, 

4.  Proceeding  aathorized  by  such  statute  by  which  questions  as  to  competency, 
nndue  influence,  &c.,  can  be  determined  in  advance  of  tesutor's  death,  is  not 
within  any  recognised  judicial  power,  and  courts  cannot  be  called  upon  to 
enforce  it.  Id, 

5.  Under  statute  providing  that  child  nnintentionally  omitted  from  will 
should  take  pro  rata  share,  child  is  not  entitled  if  omission  is  intentional, 
although  testator  would  not  have  entertained  such  intention  but  for  mistake  a? 
to  matters  outside  of  will.   Hurley  v.  0* Sullivan,  80. 

6.  It  is  not  against  public  policy  or  illegal  to  make  devise  or  bequest 
dependent  upon  condition  that  legatee  should  withdraw  from  priesthood  or 
membership  of  any  order  or  society  connected  with  Roman  Catholic  Church, 
or  refrain  from  forming  any  such  connection.   Bamum  v.  Mayor,  352. 

7.  City  of  Baltimore  has  power  to  accept  and  hold  in  trust,  any  property  for 
educational  and  charitable  purposes.  2d, 

8.  Where  property  is  heldby  municipal  corporation  in  trtist,  or  where  the 
trust  reposed  in  the  corporation  is  for  a  charity,  within  scope  of  its  duties,  court 
of  chancery  will  compel  execution  of  trust.  This  jurisdiction  is  not  founded 
upon  statute  of  43  Eliz.,  ch.  4,  but  is  part  of  original,  inherent  jurisdiction 
of  Conrt  of  Chancery  over  trusts.  Id, 

9.  Testator  directed  his  residuary  estate  to  be  "equally  divided  among  my 
brothers  and  sisters  and  their  heirs."  When  will  was  made  and  at  testator*» 
death,  as  he  knew  there  were  living  three  brothers,  one  sister,  and  children  and 
grandchildren  of  two  deceased  sisters.  Held,  that  heirs  of  deceased  sisters 
took  bv  representation,  equally  with  surviving  brothers  and  sister.  Huntress  y. 
Place,' 

10.  Residuary  estate  was  willed  to  "my  sons,  S.,  T.,  B.,  H.,  J.  and  C.  to 
have  and  to  hold  the  same  *  *  *  to  them  the  said  S.,  T.,  B.,  H.,  J.  and  C, 
their  heirs  and  assies  forever."  Held,  devisees  being  individually  named  and 
nothing  in  will  or  in  testator's  circamstances  indicating  different  intent,  that 
devisees  took  as  individuals  and  not  as  a  class ;  and  one  of  the  son's  dying 
without  issue  befoi*e  testator,  that  his  share  lapsed,  and  at  testator's  death 
descended  to  his  heirs  as  intestate  estate.    Church  v.  Church,  805. 

1 1 .  When  testator  devises  his  real  estate  to  his  heirs,  and  gives  legacies  to 
persons  not  his  heirs,  making  them  charge  on  land,  it  is  fraud  for  heirs,  by 
agreement  exclusively  between  themselves,  to  procure  county  court  to  disallow 
will— case  being  there  on  appeal  from  decree  of  probate  conrt  establishing  will 
— and  then  to  divide  estate  solely  among  themselves,  ignoring  rights  of  l^a- 
tees,  who  were  minors  and  unrepresented.  Court  of  Chancery,  land  still  being 
in  possession  of  heir,  has  power  to  charge  legacy  upon  it,  on  ground  of  fraud. 
Wetherbee  v.  Chase,  688. 

WITNESS.    See  Criminal  Law,  2,  7.    Evidence,  13,  16,  17.  Expert. 
Malicious  Prosecution,  S,  4.   Slander  and  Libel,  3. 

1.  Defendant  in  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  who  testifies  in  his  own  be- 
half, may  be  impeached  like  any  other  witness,  by  showing  his  previous  convic- 
tion of  f«?lony.    State  v.  McGuire,  682. 

2.  Evidence  of  character  and  present  reputation  of,  for  truth,  admissible  to 
rebut  evidence  of  conviction  for  crime  ;  but  not  evidence  of  innocence  of  crime, 
and  in  explanation  of  conviction.    Gertz  v.  Railroad  Co.,  80. 

3.  Prochein  ami  is  not  party  to  suit  within  meaning  of  Maryland  Evidence 
Act.     Trahem  v.  Cofbum,  550. 

4.  In  action  against  executor  by  married  woman  suing  by  her  husband  as 
next  friend,  he  is  competent  witness  in  her  behalf.  And  that  he  U  directly 
interested  in  fixing  liability  upon  estate  of  deceased,  because  of  his  liability  over 
to  his  wife  in  respect  of  transactions  as  her  agent,  does  not  exclude  him.  Id, 
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LITTELL'S  LIVING  AGE. 


Fr  188a»  THE  LIVING  AGE  enters  upon  its  forty4hlrd  year.  It 
has  met  with  the  constant  commendation  of  the  leading  men  and 
joamals  of  the  country,  and  with  aninterrapted  success. 

A  WEEKLY  MAGAZINE,  it  gives  fifty-two  numhers  of  sixty-four 
pages  each,  or  more  than  Three  and  a  Quarter  Thousand  double- 
column  octavo  pages  of  reading-matter  yearly.  It  pre^nts  in  an  inexpen- 
sive form,  considering  its  great  amount  of  matter,  with  freshness,  owing 
to  its  weekly  issue,  and  with  a  completeness  nowhere  else  attempted. 
The  belt  Essays  Reviews,  Criticlsmt,  Serial  and  Short  Storiei,  Sketches  of  Travel  and 
Discovery,  Poetrv,  Scientific  Biographical,  Historical,  and  Political  Information,  . 
from  the  entire  body  of  Foreign  Periodical  Ltterature»  and  from  the  pene  of 

X*oz>eiaaLOflit  JL^Tr±*xm  TTlTz-ltogrfli. 


Tlie  ablest  and  most  cultivated  intellecta»  in  every  department  of  Literature, 
Science,  Politics,  and  Art,  find  expression  in  the  Periodical  Literature  of  Europe,  and 
especially  of  Great  Britain. 

The  Living  Age,  forming  four  large  volumes  a  year,  furnishes  from  the  great 
and  generally  inaccessible  mass  of  this  literature,  the  only  compilation  that,  while  within 
the  reach  of  all,  is  satisfactory  in  the  COMPLETENESS  with  which  it  emhraces  whatever 
is  of  immediate  interest,  or  of  solid,  permanent  value. 

It  la  therefore  indispensable  to  every  one  who  wishes  to  keep  pace  with  the 
events  or  intellectual  progress  of  the  time,  or  tcr  cultivate  in  himself  or  his  family  general 
intelligence  and  literaxy  taste. 


Hardly  elsewbere  In  the  Rngllsh  Ungnaoe,  and 
certainly  In  no  other  written  speech,  are  such  tieaa- 
nres  of  literature  to  be  found  as  in  Trb  Liviifo  Aos. 
The  aim  of  the  condnctors  la  to  give  the  best  and 
freshest  thought  of  the  time;  and  in  this  they  are 
succeeding  now.  as  for  so  many  years,  to  the  great 
satisfaction  and  profit  of  a  maltltude  of  at  once  ex- 
acting and  satisfied  readers.*'  —  Hoc-  Tork  Evangaitt, 

"  CoTerIng  as  it  does  every  department  of  litera- 
ture, presenting  the  matured  thought  of  the  best 
writers  on  all  the  current  topics  of  tne  time,  it  gives 
In  a  single  Tolume  what  would  otherwise  have  to  be 
sought  for  throtigh  the  pages  of  maxiy.**  —  Christian 
at  Work,  New  Fork. 

••Nearly  the  whole  world  of  authors  and  writers 
appear  In  It  In  their  be»t  moods.  .  Art.  science,  and 
literature  find  fresh  and  eloquent  expression  in  Its 
pagcii  from  the  pens  of  the  best  writers  of  the  day; 
and  the  reader  is  kept  well  abreast  of  the  current 
thought  of  the  age.'*  — Lofton  Daily  Journal. 

"It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  with  It  one  com- 
mands the  whole  field  of  cnrrent  literary  aotlvlty; 
and  It  has  never  been  so  bright,  so  comprehensive,  so 
diversified  in  Interest  as  It  is  to-day.'*  — i/ot/y  Bvm' 
i»if  Traveller,  Boston. 


Both  solid  and  light  reading  are  hero  included.  — 
novels  and  short  stories,  grave  and  lively  essays, 
poems,  reviews;  In  short,  a  seneral  r^»umk  of  peri- 
odical literature. .  Through  Its  pages  alone,  it  Is  pos- 
sible to  be  as  well  Informed  In  current  llteratur<)  as 
by  the  penisal  of  a  long  list  of  monthlies.*'— PAi/o- 
aelphia  Daily  Inquirer. 

'*  A  grand  repository  of  the  literature  of  the  age. . 
It  has  Decomeludlspensable."—  New-  Tork  Obeerver. 

"Biography,  fiction,  science,  criticism,  history, 
poetry,  travels,  whatever  men  are  interested  ln»  all 
are  found  here."—  The  WdtchrMn,  Boston. 

**  Foremost  of  the  eclectic  petlodlcals."— J^nr-  Tork 
Daily  World. 

*'  In  fact,  a  reader  needs  no  more  than  this  one  pub- 
lication to  keep  him  well  abreast  of  Engllnh  periodi- 
cal llttntnre.'^— Sunday  School  Timet,  Philadelphia. 

**  In  subscribing  for  It.  our  readers  will  secure  more 
for  their  Investment  than  In  any  other  way  of  which 
we  are  cognisant."- /owa  Churchman.  Davenport. 

Every  one  of  Its  flfty-two  numbers  brings  some- 
thing which  one  must  read,  to  know  what  Is  being 
thoi^tof  and  talked  oV*— Hartford  Daily  Courant. 
-  It  is  Indispensable  to  every  one  who  desires  to 


It  has  now  for  many  yearsheld  the  first  plaee  of  possess  an  InteTugent  Idea  of  the  oiirrehts  of  cbntcm 

 ■  atlons.  .The  only  posslbTe  objee-  jSSiy  thought.*^-  Canada  Presbyterian,  Toronto. 

  jrg«>d  to  it  Is  the  Immense  amount  *~    '  -       .    .  . 

of  r«Milng  It  gives.  .  There  Is  nothing  noteworthy  In 


■elence,  art.  literature,  biography,  philosophy,  or 
religion,  that  cannot  be  found  In  it.  .  It  contains 
nearly  all  the  good  literature  of  the  time.  .  It  gives 
In  accessible  form  the  best  thought  of  the  age."  — 
Tike  Churchman,  New  York. 

*'It  may  be  truthfully  and  cordially  said  that  It 
never  oflfers  a  dry  or  valueless  page."— /Tar- Korir 
Daily  Tribune. 

*'  It  enables  Its  readers  to  keep  fnlly  abreast  of  the 
best  thought  and  literature  of  civilization."  —  Chrie- 
tian  Advocate,  Pittsburg. 

"  No  person  who  desires  to  keep  pace  with  the 
development  of  modem  thought  can  afford  to  dla- 


*'  Coming  once  a  week,  it  gives,  whlli*  ret  fresh,  the 
productions  of  the  foremost  writers  of  the  day."  — 
Montreal  Daily  Qatette, 

**  One  cannot  read  every  thing. .  Ko  man  will  be 
behind  the  literature  of  the  times  who  reads  Tea 
LiviHO  AOS.*'  — Zioa*«  Herald,  Boston. 

"It  saves  not  only  time,  but  money."— i*ae(^ 
Churchman,  San  Franeiaeo* 

'*  It  furnishes  a  complete  compilation  of  an  indis- 
pensable literature."  -  CAica^o  Evening  Journal. 

"The  queen  of  all  the  eclectics."  —  ^Sotf/A^-n 
Churchman,  Richmond. 

"  The  best  publication  we  know  In  the  world."  - 
Daily  Morning  Star,  WUmingtom,  N.C. 


peose  with  it."— ilm.  Chriuian  Beview,  Cincinnati. 

Published  Webklt  at  9SJ0O  a  yeai,  free  of  postage, 

TO  NEW  SUBSCRIBERS  for  the  year  1886,  remitting  before  Jan.  1,  the 
weekly  numbers  of  1886  issued  after  the  receipt  of  their  subscriptions,  will  be  sent  grcUU. 

CLUB  PRICES  FOR  THE  BEST  HOME  AND  FOREIGN  LITERATURE. 

("Possessed  of  *LrrniLL*s  Lrvino  Aoa/  and  of  one  or  other  of  our  vlvaefons  American  monthlies,  a 
subscriber  will  find  himself  in  command  qf  the  wkoU  situation."  —  Philadelphia  Evening  Bultetm.l 

For  $10.50,  The  Living  Age  and  any  one  of  the  four-dollar  monthly  magazines  (or 
Barper*8  Weekly  or  Bazar)  will  bo  sent  for  a  year,  with  postage  prepaid  on  both  ;  or,  for 
loisO,  Thb  Lrniro  Age  and  the  St.  Nicholas,  postpaid. 

Address  LITTELL  &  CO.,  31  Bedford  St.,  Boston. 
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PROFESSIONAL  CARDS- 

ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW. 


ARKANSAS 

FOBT  SMITH. 

Olendenning  k  Sandels. 
CALIFORNIA. 

SAK  FRANCISCO. 
F.  P.  Bull, 
S.  M.  Shortridge, 
Frank  &  Eisner, 
H.  M.  McQill, 

Notery  Publio. 

COLORADO. 

CANON  CITY. 

Waldo  &  Baker. 

GRAND  JUNOTION. 

Miller  &  Connelly. 

OITNNISON. 

T.  C.  Brown. 

CONNECTICUT. 

NVW  HAVEN. 

Chas.  H.  Fowler. 

DIST.  OF  COLUMBIA. 

WASHINGTON. 

Wm.  Stone  Abert, 
S.  R.  Bond, 
Wm.  J.  Miller. 

ILLINOIS. 

CHAMPAIGN. 

J.  S.  Lothrop. 

CHICAGO 

J.  H.  Bistell, 
Hon.  C.  H.  Wood. 

XFFINGHAM. 

Wm.  E.  Backner. 

OREGON. 

George  P.  Jacobs. 


!  INDIANA. 

PRINCETON. 

R  M.  J.  Miller. 

IOWA. 

ANAMOSA. 

I  John  McKean. 

1  BUTLER  CENTRE. 

I  Lathrop  k  Davis. 

I 

,  CHARLES  cmr. 

Starr,  Patterson  k  Harrison. 

CLARINDA. 

John  R  Morlidge. 

DBS  MOINES. 

p.  F.  Bartle, 
Bentley  k  Williams. 

GRINNELL. 

Matt.  Phelps. 

HAMPTON. 

Davidson  k  King. 

LANSING. 

L.  E.  Fellows. 

MARENGO. 

E.  E.  AWerson. 

NEW  HAMPTON. 

H.  H.  Potter. 

OSCEOLA. 

Wilson  k  Stephens. 

SIOUX  CITT. 

Joy  k  Wright. 

WATERLOO. 

;  Cowin  k  Galloway. 

j  WINTEB8BT. 

!  J.  k  B.  Leonard. 


FBOFESSIONAL  OABDS— ATTOBNETS  AT  LAW. 


KANSAS. 

ATOHINSON. 

Everest  k  Waggener. 

CLAY  OENTKK. 

M.  M.  Miller. 

KENTUCKY. 

COVINGTON. 

J.  E.  Hamilton. 

FBANEFOBT. 

John  L.  Scott. 

NEWPORT. 

Oliver  W.  Root. 

LOUISIANA. 

NEW  IBERIA. 

J.  A  Breaax. 

MAINE. 

PORTLAND. 

Butler  &  Libby. 

MARYLAND. 

CUMBERLAND. 

J.  Forsyth  Harrison. 

EASTON. 

Ghas.  E.  Shanahan. 

FREDERICK  CITY. 

0.  V.  S.  Levy. 

HAGEBSTOWN. 

Albert  Small, 

Commissioner  U.  S.  Ciroult  Court, 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

BOSTON. 

Lynde,  Harding  &  Lynde. 
MICHIGAN. 

BATON  RAPIDS. 

John  Wood. 

GRAND  RAPIDS. 

J.  C.  Fitz  Gerald, 
John  McNamara. 

KALAMAZOO. 

James  M.  Davis. 


MISSISSIPPI 

JAOESON. 

Jenkins  &  Little. 

MISSOURI. 

JEFFERSON  CITY. 

Alexander  Martin. 

KANSAS  GIT7. 

Amos  H.  Elagy. 

PARIS. 

Theodore  Brace. 

ST.  LOUIS. 

J.  P.  Colby, 

J.  B.  Woodward. 

UTIOA. 

J.  M.  Davis. 

NEBRASKA. 

LINCOLN. 

Field  k  Harrison. 

SUTTON. 

Gray  k  McCoy. 

WAHOO. 

J.  R.  Gilkeson. 

NEW  JERSEY. 

CAMDEN. 

Howard  M.  Cooper, 
Richard  T.  Miller, 

Also  at  Cape  May. 

HORRISTOWN. 

A.  W.  Cntler. 

MOUNT  HOLLY. 

Frederick  Voorhees. 

NEW  YORK. 

WEST  DAVENPORT. 

A.  Raymond  Gibbs. 

OHIO. 

BELLEFONTAINB. 

E.  J.  Howenstine. 

BOWLING  GREEN. 

J.  H.  0.  Elder. 

CINCINNATI. 

A.  M.  Warner. 
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FROPESSIONAL  CABDS-ATTORNETS  AT  LAW. 


vHUBaA  Y  I  lilifci 

WACO. 

H.  M.  Cole. 

Harris  &  Harrison. 

ZSNIA. 

Horace  L.  Smith. 

WOODVILLB. 

Stephen  P.  West. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 

LKBANON. 

A.  Stanley  Ulrioh. 

PLRASANTVILLB. 

E.  L.  Keenan. 

UTAH. 

SALT  LAKB  CITY. 

Williams  &  Young. 

PROVO  CITY. 

Booth  &  Brown. 

SGBANTON. 

VIRGINIA. 

A.  A.  Chase. 

NORFOLK. 

SDNBURY. 

S.  B.  Boyer. 

T.  B.  Borland, 
Wm.  H.  White. 

TENNESSEE. 

HBMPHIS. 

Wm.  M.  Bandolph. 

WISCONSIN. 

DARLINOTOK. 

0.  F.  Osborn. 

TEXAS. 

DSlvNISOxi. 

\j.  Xkanaeii. 

WYOMING  TERRITORY. 

CHBYENNB. 

W.  W.  Corlett. 

LARAMIB  CnY. 

OBSSNYILLB. 

Mathews  &  Negland. 

S.  W.  Downie, 
J.  H.  Simons. 

PARIS. 

RAWLIN& 

Maxey,  Lightfoot  &  Denton, 

G.  C.  Smith. 

n.,  XT.  pzPESf^  Aa:.i>., 

68  Centre  Ayenue,  Chicago. 

Microscopic  and  Chbiocal  Invbstioatioks  in  Medical  and 
Medieo-Legal  Cases ;  also  examinations  of 
writings,  bank  notes,  etc. 

Refers  to  Hon.  Mabx  Bajtob,  U.  S.  District  Attorney,  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
Hon.  Ldthbb  L.  Mills,  States  Attorney,  Cook  County,  Illinois,  and  to 
the  Medical  and  Legal  Profession  of  Chicago  generally. 


(Ex-Attomey-Oeneral,  Missouri.) 
JSoom  3f  Howell  Block.  LEADVILLE,  COL. 
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DIGEST 

OF  THE 

AMERICAN  LAW  REGISTER. 


Comprising  all  the  Leading  Articles ;  Decisions  reported  in  full ;  Editorial 
Annotations  and  Comments;  Abstracts  and  Syllabi  of  Decisions;  Notes 
upon  Current  Legal  Topics,  and  other  Miscellaneous  Matters  contained  in  the 

9  vols,  of  the  old  series,  and  vols,  z  to  24  new  series,  inclusive, 

with  tables  of  the  cases  reported  in  full  and  in  abstracts,  with  reference  to 
the  State  or  other  Reports  in  which  they  are  also  reported. 

BY 

BENJAMIN  H.  HAINES, 

OF  THE  PHILADELPHIA  BAR. 

This  work,  prepared  in  compliance  with  the  universal  desire  of  our 
subscribers,  will  be  found  indispensable  to  them  in  obtaining  ready  access 
to  the  stores  of  law  in  the  Law  Register. 

It  combines  the  purposes  of  a  full  and  exhaustive  Digest  of  all  the 
Decisions  reported  in  full ;  the  Essays  and  Leading  Articles  upon  important 
Legal  Topics ;  and  the  Editorial  Annotations  and  Comments ;  and  an  Index 
to  the  vast  and  important  mass  of  selected  Abstracts  and  Syllabi  of  cases 
extracted  from  several  hundred  volumes  of  State  and  National  Reports. 

The  matter  in  the  Law  Regist'^r,  being  itself  selected  with  great  care, 
and  all  purely  local  and  unimportant  matter  being  excluded,  the  Digest 
affords  the  readiest  and  most  convenient  access  to  a  vast  body  of  important 
law — the  cream  of  current  litigation  for  the  past  twenty-three  years.  In  this 
aspect,  it  is  confidendy  offered  to  the  profession  as  a  most  valuable  aid  in 
legal  investigation,  even  to  those  not  possessing  a  full  set  of  the  Law 
Register  itself. 

Now  ready  for  delivery,  at  #7. 

D.  B.  CANFIELD  &  CO., 

339  South  Sixth  Street, 
^*Lock-Box  973.  Philadelphia. 
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DNIYERSITY  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

LAW  DEPARTMENT. 


WILLIAM  PEPPER,  M.D^  ProvoBt  of  the  TTnivereity. 

P.  PEMBERTON  MORRIS,  LL.D^ 

EmeritQs  Professor  of  Practice,  Pleading,  and  Evidence. 

Hon.  J.  L  CLARE  HARE,  LL.D^  Institutes  of  Law. 

E.  COPPEE  MITCHELL,  LLJ)., 

Real  Estate,  Conveyancing,  and  Equity  Jorisprodence. 

JAMES  PARSONS,  A.M., 

Personal  Relations,  and  Personal  Property. 

JOHN  J.  REESE,  M.D.,  Medical  Jnrispradence. 

GEO.  TUCKER  BISPHAM,  AM^ 

Practice,  Pleading,  and  Evidence. 


The  Annual  Session  begins  October  1st,  each  year,  and  con- 
tinues eight  months,  ending  June  Ist.  There  are  two  terms  of 
four  months  each,  beginning  October  1st  and  February  1st.  The 
tuition  fee  is  $40  for  each  term,  payable  in  advance.  The  course 
of  study  occupies  two  years.  No  provision  has  been  made  for 
entering  upon  advanced  standing.  Only  those  who  complete  the 
full  course  of  two  years  are  entitled  to  graduate.  Graduates 
having  complied  with  certain  rules  as  to  registration,  etc.,  are 
admitted  to  practise  in  the  Courts  of  Philadelphia  County. 

For  admission  or  information,  apply  to  the  Dean  of  the  Faculty, 

B.  C.  MITCHELL, 

618  Walnut  Street,  PkiJadelphia. 
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